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ABSTRACT 
 
DISCERNING CONGREGATIONAL CULTURE FOR PASTORAL MINISTRY: 
THE CHURCH CULTURE SURVEY 
by 
 
Andreas Dietrich 
 
No one congregation functions like another because every local church embodies 
a unique culture, made up of distinct values and norms, language, and rituals. Discerning 
a congregation’s culture constitutes a vital discovery for pastors who want to minister in a 
manner congruent with the congregation’s distinct culture. Pastors typically receive some 
training in leadership but have not always received instruction to think culturally about 
their congregations, nor have they had access to tools aiding them in contextualizing their 
leadership for a particular congregation. Relying on abstract leadership principles, 
without consulting the unique cultural distinctives of a congregation can result in an 
avoidable pastor-congregation disconnect. The purpose of this study consisted of creating 
a valid and reliable instrument to assess the culture of a congregation, thus facilitating a 
new level of familiarity, for both pastor and congregation, which may lead to more 
effective and harmonious ministry. The researcher-designed instrument employed an 
extrapolation of Geert Hofstede’s work on Cultural Value Dimensions. 
DISSERTATION APPROVAL 
 
 
 
This is to certify that the dissertation entitled 
 
DISCERNING CONGREGATIONAL CULTURE FOR PASTORAL MINISTRY: 
 
THE CHURCH CULTURE SURVEY 
 
 
 
presented by 
 
Andreas G. Dietrich 
 
 
 
has been accepted towards fulfillment 
 
of the requirements for the  
 
DOCTOR OF MINISTRY degree at  
 
Asbury Theological Seminary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________________   April 26, 2007  
Mentor Date 
 
_________________________________   April 26, 2007  
Internal Reader Date 
 
_________________________________   April 26, 2007  
Dean, Doctor of Ministry Program Date 
DISCERNING CONGREGATIONAL CULTURE FOR PASTORAL MINISTRY: 
 
THE CHURCH CULTURE SURVEY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Dissertation 
Presented to the Faculty of 
 Asbury Theological Seminary 
 
 
 
 
 
In Partial Fulfillment 
of the Requirements for the Degree 
Doctor of Ministry 
 
 
 
by 
Andreas Dietrich 
May 2007 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
©2007 
 
Andreas G. Dietrich  
 
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
 iii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
List of Tables ................................................................................................................... viii 
List of Figures ......................................................................................................................x 
Acknowledgments.............................................................................................................. xi 
Chapter 
1. The Problem.....................................................................................................................1 
Introduction..............................................................................................................1 
Understanding the Problem......................................................................................3 
Congregations in Crisis................................................................................7 
Hermeneutical Tools....................................................................................9 
The Problem Stated................................................................................................12 
The Purpose ...........................................................................................................13 
Research Question #1 ................................................................................13 
Research Question #2 ................................................................................13 
Definitions of Terms ..............................................................................................13 
Methodology..........................................................................................................13 
Population ..................................................................................................14 
Instrumentation and Item Generation ........................................................14 
Data Collection ..........................................................................................15 
Control Procedures.....................................................................................15 
Delimitations and Generalizability ............................................................16 
Overview of the Dissertation .................................................................................17 
 
 iv 
Chapter 
2. Literature........................................................................................................................18 
Introduction............................................................................................................18 
Biblical Precedents.................................................................................................18 
Diversity of the Body.................................................................................19 
A Model of Contextualization ...................................................................24 
The Meaning of Contextualization ............................................................31 
Theological Foundation .........................................................................................36 
Chapter 
3. Methodology..................................................................................................................44 
Review of the Problem and Purpose......................................................................44 
Research Questions................................................................................................44 
Research Question #1 ................................................................................45 
Research Question #2 ................................................................................45 
Cultural Value Dimensions....................................................................................45 
Individualism and Collectivism .................................................................48 
Power Distance ..........................................................................................48 
Uncertainty Avoidance ..............................................................................49 
Masculinity and Femininity .......................................................................50 
Congregational Culture Profiles ............................................................................51 
Collectivist Congregations.........................................................................52 
Individualist Congregations .......................................................................54 
Low-Power Distance Congregations .........................................................55 
 v 
High-Power Distance Congregations.........................................................57 
Weak Uncertainty Avoidance Congregations............................................59 
Strong Uncertainty Avoidance Congregations ..........................................61 
Feminine Congregations ............................................................................63 
Masculine Congregations...........................................................................66 
Item Generation .....................................................................................................68 
Instrumentation ......................................................................................................73 
Population ..............................................................................................................76 
St. David’s Presbyterian.............................................................................76 
Evangel Tabernacle....................................................................................77 
The Bridge .................................................................................................78 
Data Collection ......................................................................................................79 
Control Procedures.................................................................................................83 
Intervening Variables.............................................................................................83 
Validity ..................................................................................................................84 
Content Validity.........................................................................................84 
Face Validity..............................................................................................85 
Reliability...............................................................................................................85 
Inter-Rater Reliability ................................................................................86 
Internal Consistency Reliability.................................................................87 
Inter-Item Correlation ................................................................................88 
Posttest Development.............................................................................................94 
 
 vi 
Chapter 
4. Findings........................................................................................................................100 
Review of the Problem and Purpose....................................................................100 
Profile of Participants ..........................................................................................100 
Gender......................................................................................................102 
Age...........................................................................................................102 
Ethnic Origin............................................................................................102 
Educational Background..........................................................................102 
Occupation ...............................................................................................103 
Congregational Outlook...........................................................................103 
Duration of Congregational Affiliation ...................................................104 
Frequency of Attendance .........................................................................104 
Church Participation ................................................................................105 
Ministry Role ...........................................................................................105 
Data Collection ....................................................................................................105 
Data Analysis .......................................................................................................106 
Intervening Variables...........................................................................................110 
Summary of Major Findings................................................................................111 
Chapter 
5. Discussion ....................................................................................................................115 
Introduction..........................................................................................................115 
Reflections ...........................................................................................................116 
Limitations of the Study.......................................................................................118 
 vii 
Suggestions for Further Study .............................................................................122 
Unexpected Observations ....................................................................................124 
Implications and Contributions of Findings ........................................................126 
Postscript..............................................................................................................127 
Appendixes 
A:  Definitions of Cultural Value Dimensions ....................................................129 
B:  Short List of Cultural Characteristics.............................................................130 
C:  Cover Letter ...................................................................................................138 
D:  Instruction Letter............................................................................................139 
E:  Forty-Item Pilot Church Culture Survey ........................................................140 
F:  Twenty-Seven-Item Posttest Church Culture Survey.....................................145 
G: Revised Twenty-Seven-Item Church Culture Survey.....................................149 
H:  Demographic Section of Church Culture Survey ..........................................153 
Works Cited .....................................................................................................................155 
Works Consulted..............................................................................................................162  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 viii 
  LIST OF TABLES 
Table 3.1. Cultural Dimensions and Congregational Expressions ....................................70 
Table 3.2. Cultural Dimensions, Congregational Expressions, and Corresponding Qs for 
the 40-Item CCS ................................................................................................................73 
Table 3.3. Excerpt of Raw Data Entry...............................................................................82  
Table 3.4. Inter-Rater Reliability for Pilot Congregations ................................................86 
Table 3.5. Alpha Values per Cultural Dimension and Age Stratified ...............................88 
Table 3.6. Alpha Values Stratified by Congregation, Age, and Cultural Dimension........88 
Table 3.7. Inter-Item Correlation for the Individualism/Collectivism Subscale ...............90 
Table 3.8. Inter-Item Correlation for the Power Distance Dimension Subscale ...............91 
Table 3.9. Inter-Item Correlation for the Uncertainty Avoidance Subscale ......................92 
Table 3.10. Inter-Item Correlation for the Masculine/Feminine Subscale ........................93 
Table 3.11. Alpha Values and Removed Items..................................................................95 
Table 3.12. Removed Items According to Culture Dimension..........................................96 
Table 3.13.  Inter-Item Correlation for the Individualism/Collectivism Subscale (with 
Retained Questionnaire Items 2, 6, 8, 9, 10)......................................................................96 
Table 3.14. Inter-Item Correlation for the Power Distance Dimension Subscale (with 
Retained Questionnaire Items 11, 13, 14, 17, 19, 20)........................................................97 
Table 3.15. Inter-Item Correlation for the Uncertainty Avoidance Subscale (with 
Retained Questionnaire Items 21–30)................................................................................98 
Table 3.16. Inter-Item Correlation for the Masculine/Feminine Subscale (with Retained 
Questionnaire Items 32, 34, 35, 37, 38, 40).......................................................................99 
 
 ix 
Table 4.1. Alpha Values According to Culture Dimension .............................................107 
Table 4.2.  Inter-Item Correlation for the Individualism/Collectivism Subscale (Posttest 
Questionnaire Items 1–5).................................................................................................107 
Table 4.3. Inter-Item Correlation for the Power Distance Dimension Subscale (Posttest 
Questionnaire Items 6–11)...............................................................................................108 
Table 4.4. Inter-Item Correlation for the Uncertainty Avoidance Subscale (Posttest 
Questionnaire Items 12–21).............................................................................................109 
Table 4.5. Inter-Item Correlation for the Masculine/Feminine Subscale (Posttest 
Questionnaire Items 31–40).............................................................................................110 
Table 4.6. Calculation of Response Averages .................................................................113 
Table 4.7. Congregational Results in Relation to Cultural Dimensions ..........................114  
 
Table 5.1. Comparison of Pastor/People Responses........................................................125 
 
 x 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 3.1. Principal Sources informing Item Generation.................................................71 
Figure 3.1. Church Culture Survey Excerpt.......................................................................75 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 xi 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
My deepest thanks to: 
 Dr. Stacy Minger―for your extraordinary commitment in guiding me and 
cheering me on to greater excellence. Thank you for walking the extra mile.  
 The people of Grace Baptist Church―for living up to your name in allowing me 
the freedom to take hold of God’s gift to me. Thank you for your love, your sacrifices, 
and your intercession. Thank you for the privilege of being called your pastor. 
 Dr. Gord Lovegrove―what would I have done without your eleventh hour aid 
and your late-night statistical calculations? You are a blessing from the Lord.  
 Stan Biggs―for sharing your perspicacious insights that helped me visualize the 
philosophical underpinnings for this project. You helped me see things I had never seen.  
 Mark Kayban―for resourcing me with countless contacts and for persistently 
asking me, “So how are things going with your dissertation?” You are a true friend. 
 Dr. Jeffrey Larson―for making the process of survey construction a memorable    
highlight. Thank you my brother for never tiring in offering your support and expertise.  
 Mom and Dad―for faithfully bringing this project before our Heavenly Father, 
for believing in me and eliciting prayer support everywhere you went. 
 Noah, Christina, Thomas, Grace, and Simon―for your patience with Dad when 
the office door was shut too long. Your nightly prayers and songs gave me great courage.   
 Lisa―for blessing me with your unwavering love and support. You are my 
encouragement, my solace, my joy. I cherish you with all my heart. 
 My Lord Jesus―for carrying me, for your amazing grace, and for your miracle- 
working power so very evident on this journey.  
Dietrich 1 
 
CHAPTER 1 
PROBLEM 
Introduction 
At a conference in the fall of 2003, the Rev. Dr. Ruth Ruibal of the Ekklesia 
Colombian Christian Center reported how congregations from a variety of 
denominational backgrounds are working together to affect the city of Cali, Colombia. 
One congregation serves the poor. Another focuses on praise and worship as their major 
ministry emphasis. A different congregation ministers to strengthen the family. A fourth 
has started a Bible school to equip laypersons for ministry. Yet another congregation 
focuses on intercessory prayer, and a further one has developed a restorative ministry to 
drug addicts. 
Local churches in Cali to some degree address several of the above ministries; 
however, they concentrate their greatest efforts in one or two ministry areas, depending 
on the calling and gifting God has given them. Interestingly, the diversity of ministry 
emphases among congregations in Cali has not alienated congregations from each other 
but has contributed to greater unity and cooperation among them. Local churches are 
networking with greater efficiency, borrowing from each other’s giftedness. For example, 
one congregation planning to do an evangelistic outreach asked the Ekklesia Colombian 
Christian Center to assist with their music team. They gladly participated, understanding 
their calling to serve the Church, not just their own congregation. Likewise, the Ekklesia 
Colombian Christian Center sent one of its new converts with an addiction background to 
the church down the street, which specializes in drug rehabilitation, so the new believer 
could receive more specialized support. The reason as stated by Rev. Ruibal indicates a 
Dietrich 2 
 
greater goal: “The objective isn’t to fill our pews, but to offer the best possible follow-up, 
grounding a person in the faith and allowing him to grow in the Lord” (Unity in the Spirit 
36).  
The practice of cooperation and sharing of unique ministry resources among the 
greater church in Cali presents a valuable example for the Church of Jesus Christ as it 
takes into consideration that some Christians are called and equipped to plant, others 
water, and yet others reap, as the Lord assigned to each his task (1 Cor. 3:5-7). 
Congregations in Cali, Colombia, have discovered strength in their distinctiveness. They 
minister out of that discovery, offering their characteristic gift to the community and 
ultimately to the kingdom. Ruibal says, “[Why] would we ever want or even try to make 
our church like another? The Lord has made us unique, in order to show a fuller, richer 
reflection of Himself through our community” (Unity in the Spirit 30). 
The idea of local congregations functioning together as diverse extensions of the 
whole Church, each contributing their unique gift to the kingdom’s cause, finds its 
rationale in the premise that “the Lord has strategically placed specific churches in our 
localities so that together we can reflect the glory of God’s character to the community” 
(Ruibal, Unity in the Spirit 35). A congregation constitutes part of a larger whole as a 
significant and unique piece, woven by God into the greater tapestry of his Church. Every 
congregation manifests some semblance to another, at the same time being unique from 
one another, thus demonstrating its particular way of being the Church of Jesus Christ. 
The greatest contribution to the beauty of God’s tapestry occurs as congregations 
discover their uniqueness and then minister out of that discovery. The pastor who seeks 
to provide competent leadership will be a vigilant student of those ingredients that make a 
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congregation distinct. Such ingredients include a congregation’s corporate giftedness, its 
personality, its legacy, and its culture. The culture of a congregation presents the focus of 
this study. 
A congregation that seeks to serve the kingdom most effectively will be attuned to 
its particular cultural makeup, which often is difficult to recognize: 
We should be fully aware that in a sense ‘culture’ is an abstraction, even 
as the divisions of culture into material, social, religious, linguistic, and 
esthetic are abstractions. Culture is a way of behaving, thinking, and 
reacting, but we do not see culture. (Nida 29) 
 
An informal understanding of congregational culture exists in the expression, “It’s the 
way things are done around here.” 
Consideration of a congregation’s values, norms, language, and rituals point to a 
congregation’s culture. Every congregation possesses a distinctive culture. “A group of 
people cannot regularly gather for what they feel to be religious purposes without 
developing a complex network of signals and symbols and conventions—in short, a 
subculture—that gains its own logic and then functions in a way peculiar to that group” 
(Hopewell 5). Discerning the peculiarity of a congregation presents an essential study for 
the pastor and congregation who wish to maximize their familiarity with one another, 
uncover their inherent distinctiveness and be all that God equipped them to be. 
Understanding the Problem 
Growing up in a parish parsonage during the days when my father was pastoring 
two congregations simultaneously offered particular insight into congregational diversity. 
On Sundays, my father would preach the same sermon at both localities. The congregants 
would sing the same anthems from the same hymnbook; the benediction remained 
identical. The structure of government and content of constitutions closely resembled 
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each other, and for a time, the two churches shared the same youth pastor. Nevertheless, 
both of these local churches where culturally dissimilar. Each congregation had created 
its own cultural distinctiveness. 
Becoming a student of a congregation entails discerning the particular 
manifestations of its culture, which, in turn, means perceiving such elements as its 
corporate values, theological convictions, collective attitudes, behavioral patterns, and 
communication styles. 
Nancy J. Ramsay claims that congregations are cultures—richly complex and 
dynamic, thick with stories and symbols, language and worldviews, rituals, norms, and 
values. Offering leadership entails that pastors will develop skills for understanding their 
congregation’s culture (3-4). Failure to consider congregations as unique cultures 
comprises one of the more serious oversights pastoral leaders commit, often with painful 
consequences. The cost of neglect in learning a congregation’s culture can effect 
misunderstandings, conflict, alienation, failure to realize vision, and impediment of 
ministry potential.  
John Cheyne, speaking of missionaries, makes a significant observation equally 
applicable to pastors: “Some of the finest and most innovative projects have ultimately 
failed because of an inability to understand the cultural dynamics of the situation and 
circumstances where they were to be initiated” (42). Especially when a new pastor 
arrives, a careful study of the congregation’s culture proves essential: 
[Pastors] need to know the congregation’s stories and its idiom, its way of 
feasting and its ways of bestowing honor. The new pastor needs to learn 
the often unspoken expectations.… Immediately after a pastor or priest or 
rabbi comes to a congregation, a careful study of its culture can be 
invaluable. (Ammerman et al. 82) 
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Every congregation functions with an abundance of concealed expectations, thus a 
careful study of a congregation’s culture proves not only invaluable for clergy new to a 
congregation in order to gain greater familiarity, but protects the pastor from certain 
relational hazards. 
Often church conflict or misunderstandings between pastor and congregants ensue 
not because of theological differences but because of cultural unawareness. Pastors just 
new to a congregation frequently misread cultural cues simply because they fail to see the 
congregation as a unique culture and remain uninitiated of its dynamics. Sherwood G. 
Lingenfelter and Marvin K. Mayers explain this common occurrence as follows: 
A cultural cue is a specific signal or sign that people use to communicate 
the meaning of their behavior. Each culture has literally thousands of cues 
that signal a change of context and a corresponding need to follow the 
rules appropriate to the new context.… A failure to grasp the meaning of 
such cues results in misunderstandings, confusion, and, oftentimes, 
interpersonal conflict. (18-19) 
 
In order to avoid the misreading of cultural cues, the new pastor does well to enter a 
congregation as a sensitive student of the cultural context in which he or she ministers. 
Regrettably, not all pastors are prepared to think culturally about their 
congregations. James P. Wind observes that in many seminaries “very little attention is 
paid to equipping people to ‘read’ the local cultures they are going to serve. Instead, 
seminarians are taught a variety of techniques and insights that they are to apply to their 
local congregations, as if one size fits all” (107). 
One implication of entering the local congregational culture as student limits a 
pastor in using a one-size-fits-all approach to ministry. Christian A. Schwarz explains 
that “church growth literature [proposes] … an entire array of programs claim[ing], ‘Do 
what we do, and you will get the same results’” (Natural Church Development 16). 
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Schwarz comments on the faulty assumption that congregations represent homogenous 
units that can be treated identically, using approaches interchangeably and adopting 
programs unilaterally. Ministry models and leadership styles, however, do not exist in a 
culturally neutral environment. Simply copying one program for adaptation into another 
congregation or implementing a leadership style employed in a former ministry setting 
can prove incompatible with the culture of a present congregation. 
Congregations are, in fact, not homogenous units but intrinsically complex 
organisms requiring careful discovery according to the manifold multiplicity of their 
cultural idiosyncrasies. Thus, effective pastoral ministry entails an informed 
understanding of the distinct cultural dynamics of a congregation. Pastors, especially, 
must tune into the unique individuality of the congregations they serve. The elementary 
concern of the pastor is not so much how to engage in ministry tasks but learn to whom 
he or she ministers. Ministry takes place not in a cultural vacuum but in the context of 
shared assumptions, values, theological convictions, collective attitudes, behavioral 
patterns, and communication styles. Before pastors establish ministry goals and patterns 
or seek to take congregations into new directions, parishioners deserve to gain pastors’ 
understanding. Being Christ to its surrounding community and its intrinsic community, 
flows out of who the local church is with its unique cultural particularities. Paul Gavin, 
CEO of Motorola, addresses the importance of understanding who we are before we can 
know where we are going:  
It is far more important to know who you are than where you are going, 
for where you are going will certainly change as the world about you 
changes. Leaders die, products become obsolete, markets change, new 
technologies emerge, management fads come and go; but core ideology in 
a great company endures as a source of guidance and inspiration. (qtd. in 
Collins and Porras 80) 
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As for local churches, how to go about engaging in the work of the ministry must be 
preceded by acknowledging and taking seriously the distinctiveness of a congregation. 
Instead of placing the primary focus on where to go or what do to as a congregation, a far 
more elementary advance entails the discovery of who the congregation is, and that 
question must take into consideration a congregation’s culture.  
The ecclesial focus on recording results and successes, inventing programs and 
strategies, has blurred a vision for gaining knowledge of a different kind. “Rather than 
assume that the primary task of ministry is to alter the congregation,” James F. Hopewell 
notes, “church leaders should make a prior commitment to understand the given nature of 
the object they propose to improve” (11). Gaining an understanding of a congregation’s 
culture presents an essential and rewarding endeavor before leading the congregation in a 
new direction.  
Congregations in Crisis 
The concern for an awareness of congregational culture arises out of a need to 
view ministry as more than programs and methods promising numerical growth. An 
agenda solely focusing on how to grow churches is insufficient in addressing the place of 
the congregation in a postmodern world. According to Loren B. Mead, “the crisis for 
congregations … is that the outlines of the new paradigm are not yet clear” (25). What 
seems clear, however, is that the old Christendom paradigm is coming apart at the seams. 
The new paradigm to which Mead refers, speaks of a post-Christendom era, in which the 
church of North America no longer occupies the same place of influence it once enjoyed. 
Contemporary models of ministry focused on growth and progress, stem from a 
perceived need for the church to recover from considerable losses. One of the postmodern 
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realizations with which pastors grapple consists in the reality that church is no longer 
what it once was, at least in North America. While modern missions have led to an 
expansion of world Christianity, Christianity in North America has seriously drifted away 
from its position of dominance as the church has experienced the loss not only of 
numbers but also of power within society. The North American church, increasingly 
marginalized and perceived as no longer relevant, has lost influence. Diminishing 
numbers, clergy burnout, the loss of youth, the end of denominational loyalty, biblical 
illiteracy, and divisions and confusion about the purpose and message of the Christian 
Church represent, at least in part, some of the symptoms of a church in crisis (Guder et al. 
1-2). 
The response to the loss of Christendom demands ways to search for workable 
solutions in meeting the crisis of the declining church. Finding the right technique to 
make the church once again viable constitutes one approach in responding to the 
predicament. Observing the impressive ability marketing techniques exercise in creating 
and sustaining growth in the business world naturally leads to the question, “Might such 
techniques be used to save the church from slipping into utter irrelevance and oblivion?” 
(Kenneson and Street 15). In the process of addressing the crisis of the declining church, 
however, focusing on universal cures designed to stimulate growth regardless of 
considering a congregation’s culture misses the mark. 
A sizable authorship implies that marketing techniques represent a practical 
solution for congregations. George Barna in Marketing the Church suggests that the first 
tangible advantage of marketing consists of numerical growth (34). Similar promises 
comprise the various step-by-step manuals on how to copy successful congregations. The 
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titles and flavors come in a number of assortments. Nevertheless, the basic diet is 
analogous to a marketing approach. The ideas of churches being “purpose driven” 
(Warren), “contagious” (Mittelberg), or simply “user friendly” (Barna, User Friendly 
Churches), all with their own variations in methodology, address the same end: how to 
grow a congregation by attracting a crowd. 
This study not so much critiques the goal of growing churches as it seeks to shed 
light on the problem resultant from a “production, sales, and marketing” approach 
(Shawchuck et al. 57), that neglects an awareness of a congregation’s culture, as well as 
the diverse nature of every congregation. Not only has a consideration for congregational 
culture remained absent in much of the literature, the trend to standardize, or as John 
Drane would say “McDonaldize” (40) the church, has contributed to a reductionistic 
vision of the bride of Christ. Adopting a one-size-fits-all methodology to parish ministry 
proves not only theologically unsustainable but contributes to the failure of pastors in 
considering their congregations as unique cultures. Ruibal cautions the church today 
when she writes, “Why would we ever want or even try to make our church like another? 
The Lord has made us unique, in order to show a fuller, richer reflection of Himself 
through our community” (Unity in the Spirit 30). The way in which to uncover the 
uniqueness of congregations presents a considerable challenge in ministry today. 
Hermeneutical Tools 
The ambition to know a congregation, as a people brought together by Christ 
himself with the characteristics of his divine trademark, implies the employment of 
suitable interpretive tools. Such tools have not necessarily been available to clergy. The 
pastor, in many cases, unconscious of the need and significance of learning the culture of 
Dietrich 10 
 
his or her congregation, has often been left without suitable resources to engage in such 
an investigative enterprise. 
The authors of Studying Congregations offer an appropriate metaphor from the 
world of acting, that points to the role of the pastor in the unfolding narrative of a 
congregation:  
An actor is offered a lead role in an ongoing drama. What makes the 
drama unique is that it is open-ended and at least partly improvisational. It 
has an ongoing story with a cast of characters who have been playing their 
parts for some time, but the script is not fixed. It is constrained only by the 
story that has unfolded so far, the set and setting, and the capacities of the 
actors who take part in the drama. The lead actor’s role is to interact with 
others of the cast in shaping the unfolding story. (Ammerman et al. 167)  
 
A pastor occupies a crucial role in shaping the unfolding narrative of a congregation by 
building on an invisible, earlier script that has already been rehearsed by others for years, 
just as an actor who joins a cast already in process of developing the plot. Knowing the 
prior script constitutes not only a desirable endeavor but a very necessary undertaking in 
order to interact effectively with the greater narrative of the congregation and its cast. 
The successful interaction between pastor and congregation presupposes the 
leader’s familiarity with the culture of the congregation, which, in turn, presupposes the 
availability of the proper investigative tools to unearthing such a culture. Wind affirms 
the need for a hermeneutical approach to discovering congregational culture: 
Explorations of congregational culture challenge those who lead … to 
learn to read a new kind of text: a congregation. The discovery of 
congregational culture poses an interpretive challenge as sizable as that 
presented by the scriptures themselves. Think of how much we invest in 
preparing people to read the scriptures. We need to make an equal 
investment in preparing people to interpret congregational life. (106) 
 
Reading the congregation as a sacred text, much like reading the Holy Scriptures, points 
to a most numinous as well as complex task. Reading any culture entails a greatly 
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difficult endeavor. Edgar H. Schein affirms that “the concept [of culture] is hard to 
define, hard to analyze and measure, and hard to manage” (xi). The complexity of 
cultural discernment exists even more so in the case of a supernatural entity such as a 
congregation, for “the congregation is always more than we expect because it has roots 
and resources beyond our understanding. The congregation is a complex gift of God” 
(Dudley xi).  
Any culture remains difficult to measure in its totality; thus, the student of a 
congregation hopes to arrive at learning certain components, patterns, or orientations. 
Instead of suggesting that one must understand all the details of a culture before one can 
confidently enter it or minister within its context, this study recommends a more careful 
approach of cultural generalizations. What church leaders can learn to uncover, comprise 
cultural trends of their congregations without knowing all the cultural particulars. Edward 
C. Stewart and Milton J. Bennett point to an evolution of cultural understanding: 
As more knowledge of relevant cultural differences is acquired, 
generalizations can become more specific, hypotheses more particular, and 
communication difficulties more predictable. However, if Americans (and 
others) seek sure answers that will eliminate all ambiguity from 
communication, the result is likely to be stereotyping. (169) 
  
The art of cultural discernment, then, presupposes becoming comfortable with some 
amount of ambiguity. Because culture is inherently complex, assessing completely all 
distinctives of any social group remains elusive. Understanding of a congregation’s 
culture will always remain incomplete. “That does not mean that we are doomed to 
terminal cultural insensitivity. It does mean our work is cut out for us, and humility is in 
order” (Ramsay 3). Part of the reason for the difficulty of gaining an accurate insight into 
a congregation’s culture consists of cultural distinctives not easily recognized, even by 
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those who have been trained to think culturally. Stella Ting-Toomey describes the 
complexity of distinguishing components of culture in terms of unseen layers:    
Culture is like an iceberg: the deeper layers (e.g., traditions, beliefs, 
values) are hidden from our view; we only see and hear the uppermost 
layers of cultural artifacts (e.g., fashion, trends, pop music) and of verbal 
and nonverbal symbols. However, to understand a culture with any 
depth, we have to match its underlying values accurately with its 
respective norms, meanings and symbols. It is the underlying set of 
beliefs and values that drives people’s thinking, reacting, and behaving. 
(10-11) 
 
The multi-levels and hidden nuances of culture present the investigator with the greatest 
challenge. Understanding a culture faithfully involves a greater enterprise than that of 
recognizing outward behaviors. Exposing what lies beneath the surface of the iceberg 
requires the use of appropriate hermeneutical tools that link outward behaviors to 
underlying values and attitudes. 
In order to expose the deeper layers, the authors of Studying Congregations 
suggest the use of a number of tools, such as participant observation, interviewing, 
conducting a time-line exercise to reveal the congregation’s history, archival and census 
analysis, and the use of questionnaires (Ammerman et al. 83, 197). Considering a 
combination of several hermeneutical approaches presents a worthy undertaking in 
arriving at an accurate cultural profile of a congregation. Nevertheless, the utilization of 
one single method can yield promising results and provide the impetus for a culture 
dialogue.  
The Problem Stated 
No one congregation functions like another because every local church embodies 
a unique culture made up of distinct values and norms, language and rituals. Discerning a 
congregation’s culture constitutes a vital discovery for pastors who want to minister in a 
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manner congruent with the congregation’s distinct culture. Pastors typically receive some 
training in leadership but have not always received instruction to think culturally about 
their congregations, nor have they had access to tools aiding them in contextualizing their 
leadership for a particular congregation. The problem, then, for pastors and congregants 
alike consists of a disregard for viewing congregations as cultures coupled with an 
absence of tools designed to uncover cultural distinctives of congregations. 
The Purpose 
The purpose of this study consisted of creating an instrument designed to assess 
the culture of a congregation; thus, the research questions addressed the validity and 
reliability of the Church Culture Survey.  
Research Question #1 
How valid is the Church Culture Survey? 
Research Question #2 
How reliable is the Church Culture Survey? 
Definition of Terms 
Congregational culture expresses itself in terms of value characteristics, such as 
theological convictions, collective attitudes, behavioral patterns, and communication 
styles. These elements are largely subconscious components that make one church unique 
from another. For the purpose of this study, congregational culture is considered as 
shared value characteristics that distinguish the life of one congregation from another. 
Methodology 
The project entailed in this study consisted of creating a valid and reliable 
instrument to assess the culture of a congregation. The researcher-designed instrument, 
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entitled Church Culture Survey, first obtained reliability through a pilot study that was 
subjected to a factor analysis. On the basis of the pilot run results, appropriate revisions 
were made for the final form of the instrument. A posttest of the CCS was administered 
at the researcher’s congregation, Grace Baptist Church in Kelowna, British Columbia. 
Population  
The subjects for the pilot study consisted of worshippers from three separate 
congregations: St. David’s Presbyterian Church, a congregation of 120; Evangel 
Tabernacle, a congregation affiliated with the Pentecostal Assemblies of Canada, with an 
average Sunday attendance of one thousand; and, The Bridge Community Church, a 
church replant of one hundred worshippers. The posttest was conducted at Grace Baptist 
Church, a congregation with an average Sunday attendance of 140. All four churches are 
located in Kelowna, British Columbia. The use of a group-administered survey format in 
both pilot and posttest studies promised a good response rate rather than a mailed survey 
format.  
Instrumentation and Item Generation 
The researcher-designed Church Culture Survey served as the sole instrument to 
measure congregational culture. The original dataset of the CCS pilot study consisted of 
forty item pairs in a semantic differential survey format. CCS items were generated by 
extrapolating Geert Hofstede’s four cultural value dimensions into a congregational 
culture context (individualism/collectivism, high and low-power distance, strong and 
weak uncertainty avoidance, and masculine/feminine dimensions). These four dimensions 
have received legitimacy through extensive prior research and confirmation in the 
literature. 
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Following the pilot study, a factor analysis resulted in appropriate revisions, 
which, in turn, produced a refined version and final form of the CCS. The CCS posttest 
was administered at my home church, Grace Baptist Church in Kelowna, British 
Columbia, Canada. 
Data Collection 
Copies of the CCS were e-mailed to pastors from each pilot congregation. In 
subsequent meetings with each pastor, I explained the details of administering the CCS. 
In order to achieve the most accurate results, I asked for as much participation as 
possible. The pastor from St. David’s agreed to administer the CCS during a Sunday 
worship service. The pastor from Evangel, consented to run the CCS during a midweek 
program, and the pastor from The Bridge agreed to administer the CCS directly following 
the Sunday worship service. When given the opportunity by the pastors, I administered 
the CCS myself; otherwise, the local pastors read a letter outlining instructions for survey 
completion (see Appendix D). Survey copies were duplicated according to estimated 
group sizes and delivered to each congregation.  
After analyzing the pilot test data, the final test instrument obtained appropriate 
modifications prior to posttest administration at Grace Baptist Church. Pilot and posttest 
data was entered into Microsoft Excel and consequently imported into SPSS for further 
analysis.  
Control Procedures 
In addition to the forty items of the pilot study, questions to control for 
confounding variables were included in the CCS pilot test and the revised posttest. The 
additional questions assisted in gathering demographic data, explored additional cultural 
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dynamics, while also pointing to potential confounding variables. The additional items 
obtained information on gender, age, ethnic origin, educational background, occupation, 
congregational outlook, duration of congregational affiliation, frequency of attendance, 
church participation, and role occupied in ministry setting (see Appendix H).  
Delimitations and Generalizability 
The motivation to pursue the project of creating the Church Culture Survey 
emerged as a result of observing pastors who lacked the tools to understand their 
congregations, thus encountering misunderstandings and a failure to work harmoniously 
within the cultural boundaries of their congregations. The need for an awareness of 
viewing congregations as cultures and a lack of tools to aid pastors in discerning the 
cultural distinctives of their congregations provided the direction for this study. 
Administering and interpreting the CCS provide both pastor and congregants with an 
opportunity to gain a better understanding of each other and their congregation. The 
instrument particularly has potential in facilitating a dialogue between pastors and 
parishioners, when pastors are either new to a congregation or when congregations are in 
the process of candidacy. The CCS is specifically designed to measure congregational 
culture; thus, the use of this instrument can be employed in any congregational context or 
grouping. Given the theoretical foundation of this study, which affirms the uniqueness of 
each congregational culture, the findings of the CCS as ascertained by administration in a 
local congregation pertain only to the congregation or group within the congregation 
within which it was admitted. In addition, as a tool for assessing congregational culture, 
the CCS is not suited for use in settings beyond a church or congregational context. The 
CCS encompasses the use of value dimensions that have been tested in more than fifty 
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countries (Hofstede) and, therefore, engenders possibilities for congregational culture 
study beyond the realm of North America. 
Overview of the Dissertation 
Chapter 2 of this study introduces the biblical and theological groundwork for 
congregational culture study and provides the theoretical framework for constructing a 
valid and reliable instrument that measures congregational culture. Chapter 3 
encompasses the research design and data analysis of the pilot study. Chapter 4 presents 
findings of the study and data analysis of the CCS posttest. Chapter 5 provides a 
summary and interpretation of the research findings and suggestions for further inquiry.  
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study in creating a valid and reliable instrument to assess a 
congregation’s culture, responds to a lack of tools for both pastors and local churches in 
discerning congregational cultures. According to my research, congregational culture as a 
concern and its implications for ministry remain relatively absent in the literature. 
Conversely, in fields such as organizational psychology, cultural anthropology, and 
missiology, as well as in the world of commerce, the study of corporate culture continues 
to engender great interest. Due to the sparseness in the literature regarding congregational 
culture, Chapter 2 constructs a relationship between the biblical precedents and 
congregational culture as well as provides a theological framework for discerning 
congregational culture. Analogous missiological material on the subject matter of cultural 
distinctives contributed additional insights throughout, advancing the argument for the 
need to discern congregational culture.  
Biblical Precedents 
No one congregation functions like another because every local church embodies 
a unique culture, made up of distinct values and norms, language, and rituals. The first 
part of the biblical material presented encompasses the body motif of 1 Corinthians 12, 
illustrating the diversity within the church body as a correlating image for the diversity 
among congregations today. 
Pastors typically receive some training in leadership but have not always had tools 
to aid them in contextualizing their leadership for a particular congregational culture. The 
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second part of the biblical material surveys the example of the Apostle Paul in his 
contextual approach to communicating with diverse audiences, thus demonstrating the 
effectiveness in recognizing cultural distinctives when ministering to people. 
For pastors to rely on abstract leadership principles without consulting the unique 
cultural distinctives of a congregation can result in an avoidable pastor-congregation 
disconnect. The final section of the biblical material explores the meaning of 
contextualization as presenting the backdrop for the need to discern congregational 
culture.  
Diversity of the Body  
The diversity of the Church as described in the New Testament represents a 
picture of the diverse congregational cultures in which pastors minister today. New 
Testament writers speak of the Church using a wide range of corporate images, such as 
the bride of Christ (Rev. 21:9), the flock of God (1 Pet. 5:2), the house of God (Heb. 
10:21), the household of God (Eph. 2:19), the temple of God (1 Cor. 3:16, 17), a spiritual 
house (1 Pet. 2:5), and the body of Christ (Eph. 1:22, 5:29; 1 Cor. 12:12). 
The last image, the body of Christ, provides the foundation for the following 
discussion, as the image of the body presents a portrait of the nature of the Church in its 
diversity-in-unity. In 1 Corinthians 12:12, the Apostle Paul, speaking of the Church, 
explains that “[t]he body is a unit, though it is made up of many parts; and though all its 
parts are many, they form one body” (NIV). 
One of the wonders of the Church comprises the truth that diversity and oneness 
coexist in the body of Christ. “The symbol of the church as a body demonstrates that God 
intends the church to be simultaneously unified and diverse” (Hunter 19). “[T]he marvel 
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is that the basic Christian convictions persist with such remarkable consistence through 
such diversity” (Moule 163). 
The Corinthian believing community consisted of Gentiles and Jews, slaves and 
free, yet all baptized into one body by the same Spirit (1 Cor. 12:13). The believers in 
Corinth represent a microcosm of the greater body of Christ with its diverse parts, 
designed by God to function together in unity.  
Paul’s letter to the Corinthians literally addresses “God’s church present in 
Corinth, to those sanctified in Christ Jesus and called to be holy” (1 Cor. 1:2). The 
believing community in the city of Corinth comprised those collectively “called” and 
“chosen” by God (1 Cor. 1:2-28), recipients of God’s grace (1:4), and beneficiaries of 
God’s faithfulness (1:9). These believers were consequently described as God’s field 
(3:9), God’s building (3:9), and God’s temple (3:16-7), all pictures of a complete unit. 
In the New Testament, most occurrences of the Greek word for church (ecclesia) 
refer to the local assembly of believers. In the first Corinthian letter, Paul addresses 
Christians who formed several small congregations in the city of Corinth. The churches 
from Palestine to Rome were likely comprised of house churches in almost every case 
(Hunter 20; Banks 61). All the disciples in Antioch, forming several congregations, were 
one church (Acts 13:1). The church at Jerusalem (Acts 8:1), the church of Ephesus (Rev. 
2:1), and the church of God at Corinth largely consisted of smaller congregations: 
[T]he churches from Palestine to Rome [consisted of a] multitude of small 
units, each of which met together, working out its new life in sharing 
blessings and working through problems. It is in error to think even of 
Paul’s urban churches as large single congregations. They were, on the 
contrary, gatherings of God’s people who shared similar lives, people who 
related naturally to each other, and who corporately were, in very fact, 
expressions of the diversity of the people of God. This is the key to the 
contextual quality of Paul’s churches. (Gilliland, Pauline Theology 209) 
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Already in the New Testament, individual congregations evidence distinctive cultures as 
these groupings of believers functioned in ways relevant to their own context. The house 
churches of Corinth, Ephesus, or Rome fit each specific setting in character and 
expression. Although the congregations differed in style and composition of membership, 
and perhaps in outward appearance one from another, these groupings of believers 
nevertheless existed as parts of the greater body and held in common Jesus Christ as head 
of the Church. 
One of the ways in which the churches of the New Testament demonstrate their 
cultural diversity exists in the variety of themes and concerns contained in Paul’s letters 
to the churches. The varied subject matter and range of approach in Paul’s letters to the 
churches support the claim that each church represented unique circumstances and 
evidenced a variety of cultural distinctives. 
The image of the body finds no uniformly expressed representation by the Apostle 
Paul. The body manifests itself in a variety of expressions. The fundamental unity 
observed in the faith and the sacraments among the local churches of the New Testament, 
“one Lord, one faith, one baptism” (Eph. 4:5), finds accompaniment by a vast diversity in 
the church’s organization, in emphasis, in their applications of the words of Christ, and in 
their understanding of eschatology, to name only a few categories (Kesich 109). 
The diversity of the body according to the Apostle Paul’s teachings presents no 
accident but demonstrates God’s intention for the functioning of the Church. The body 
with its inherent cultural variations exhibits the diverse design of its author: 
[For] in fact God has arranged the parts of the body, every one of them, 
just as he wanted them to be. If they were all one part, where would the 
body be? As it is, there are many parts, but one body. (1 Cor. 12:18-20) 
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The principle of unity-in-diversity as depicted in 1 Corinthians 12, finds its rationale in 
the oneness of the body (1 Cor. 12:12) and the interdependence of its various parts. “As it 
is, there are many parts, but one body. The eye cannot say to the hand, ‘I don’t need you!’ 
And the head cannot say to the feet, ‘I don’t need you!’” (1 Cor. 12:20-21). Each part 
represents a different function contributing to the overall health of the body. 
Nevertheless, the parts as isolated organs comprise no body unless all perform 
their respective functions and interact with each other as a living, vibrant organism. 
Biologically a body is a self-functioning organic whole. Only where members interact, 
cooperate, and fulfill their natural functions can the body remain healthy and perform its 
appointed role in the world (Tippett 155-56). 
To inhibit the natural functioning of body members reduces the health of the 
body. The body image as portrayed by Paul presupposes that each part preserves the 
freedom to fulfill its natural function (i.e., the foot must function as a foot in order to 
maintain its unique role). “If the foot should say, ‘because I am not a hand, I do not 
belong to the body,’ it would not for that reason cease to be part of the body” (1 Cor. 
12:15). Every part occupies a valuable place in the body contributing to its health and 
growth. 
Similarly, every congregation fulfills an appointed role as the body of Christ as it 
interacts with the community in which the congregation lives. Freedom of expression for 
each congregation to fulfill their natural function as arranged by God, must take into 
account that each part of the body maintains its uniqueness.  
Paul supported the cultural uniqueness of the churches to which he ministered by 
refraining from planting copies of the Jerusalem church or the Antioch church as he 
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traveled. He refused to transplant the law and customs of the churches in Judea into the 
four provinces. The cultural conditions in Corinth or in Thessalonica comprised different 
circumstances than those in Antioch or in Galatia. Paul’s emphasis on unity centered on 
Christ, not on the forms of the Church, as he encouraged each congregation to develop its 
authentic life and witness in keeping with its unique cultural context (Allen 131-33; 
Gilliland, Pauline Theology 43). 
The spirit of liberty fostering diversity-in-unity characterizes Paul’s concern in his 
correspondence with the churches. The principle of the body as one yet made up of 
different parts results in freedom of churches to pursue their own life, form, and special 
character. Paul gave the right to his churches to function with great freedom, which led 
the way to affirm diversity in the congregations, and this diversity proves worthy of 
recognition (Gilliland, Pauline Theology 45). Hence, where “Christians and churches are 
allowed to be what the unfettered Spirit makes them, where they are set free from men 
and placed in full dependence on Christ, there we may expect her witness to flourish” 
(Boer 224). Conversely, when congregations are viewed as homogeneous units and 
constrained by a one-size-fits-all approach to developing its life and ministry, the 
diversity of the body of Christ is impoverished.    
Paul’s teaching from 1 Corinthians 12 shows how the body image of diversity-in-
unity presents a helpful model from which to construct a paradigm of recognizing 
diversity within and among congregations. The idea, “there are different kinds of service, 
but the same Lord” (1 Cor. 12:5), points to the principle of diversity-in-unity, which 
connotes freedom for congregations to pursue their unique identity in keeping with who 
God has designed them to be.  
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A Model of Contextualization 
The Apostle Paul taught the vital reality of the diversity of the body of Christ, as 
evidenced in the passage from 1 Corinthians 12. Not only did Paul teach a model of 
diversity-in-unity, he also demonstrated a sensitivity to the culture of each church he 
planted or ministered to, signifying an acute understanding of the cultural diversity 
among social groupings. 
Pastors typically receive some training in leadership and in communication but 
have not always had the tools to aid them in contextualizing their approach for a 
particular congregational culture. The example of the Apostle Paul personifies a 
contextual approach to communicating with diverse audiences, thus demonstrating the 
value of considering the cultural context when ministering to people. 
As an apostle to the Gentiles (Gal.1:16) and as a devout Jew, Paul serves as a 
valuable exponent, illustrating how inherent cultural distinctives of his audiences 
informed the approach of his communication with them. Examples from the book of Acts 
demonstrate Paul’s methodology of contextualization (Acts 13:13-41; 14:15-17; 17:22-
31).  
Paul and Jews in Antioch (Acts 13:13-41). Paul’s sermon text used in the 
synagogue of Antioch shows a methodical structure of building his argument. The subject 
matter Paul addresses revolves around themes representing familiar theological debating 
to his Jewish audience, inclusive of their own historical and religious background. Paul at 
the synagogue of Antioch becomes a “Jew to the Jews” addressing his audience as his 
brothers (13:26) and appealing to the Scriptures with which they were familiar (Poston 
465). 
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“From Perga they [Paul and his companions] went on to Pisidian Antioch. On the 
Sabbath they entered the synagogue and sat down” (Acts 13:14). Here, Paul addressed a 
group of diaspora Jews who continued to meet in the synagogue: 
In New Testament times synagogues, as places of protecting Jewish 
interests and religious customs, were scattered throughout the Greco-
Roman world. The book of Acts shows Paul entering and preaching in 
synagogues during his missionary journey, such as in Damascus (Acts 
9:2), in Cyprus (13:5), in Iconium (14:1) and here in Antioch. (Giay 30) 
 
As the synagogue represents a place of protecting Jewish customs and Jewish history, 
Paul appropriately starts his discourse with one of the most important facts of Jewish 
history, the Exodus. “The God of the people of Israel chose our fathers; he made the 
people prosper during their stay in Egypt, with mighty power he led them out of that 
country” (Acts 13:17). Paul then continues by telling these Jews their own history, 
leading up to David where he then introduces the Messianic promise (13:23), thus 
connecting Jewish history with the person of Jesus. He goes on to imply that all the 
Scriptures point to Jesus as the Messiah: “The people of Jerusalem and their rulers did 
not recognize Jesus” (13:27). Michael Depew points out “that with this group of people, 
Paul uses Israel’s history, the Scriptures, and the Messianic hope which is contained 
therein.” 
A careful analysis of the text reveals three distinct parts of Paul’s sermon. In the 
first, the apostle builds on the history of the Jewish race: 
[Paul shows] that his Gospel is rooted there, that in his message there is no 
casting away of the things familiar, no denial of truth of the old revelation 
made to the Fathers; but rather that the whole history of Israel is the 
divinely ordered preparation for the new revelation in the Messiah. (Allen 
62) 
 
The approach in rooting the gospel in familiar Jewish history provides a common point of 
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reference for Paul’s listeners to enter his argument.  
In the second part, Paul sets forth as familiar historical fact the coming and 
rejection of Jesus and his consequent crucifixion: “He does not shrink from it, he does not 
apologize for it, he does not attempt to conceal its weight. He sets it forth definitely, 
clearly, boldly; he makes it part of his argument for the truth of his message” (Allen 63). 
Paul refers to the fulfillment of prophecy then produces conclusive proof for the 
resurrection, witnessed by the apostles, foretold by the prophets, as the fulfillment of the 
promise. In the third part of his sermon, the apostle proclaims his message of pardon for 
all who will receive it: “Therefore, my brothers, I want you to know that through Jesus 
the forgiveness of sins is proclaimed to you. Through him everyone who believes is 
justified from everything you could not be justified from by the law of Moses” (Acts 
13:38-39). Paul’s invitation links the familiar law of Moses, insufficient for salvation, 
with Jesus Christ whose complete salvation provides the answer for Paul’s audience. 
The response indicates that Paul’s approach had found a hearing among his 
receptors. “As Paul and Barnabas were leaving the synagogue, the people invited them to 
speak further about these things on the next Sabbath” (Acts 13:42). As R. C. H. Lenski 
says of Paul’s sermon in Antioch, “These proofs were conclusive, overwhelming, and 
silenced the opponents” (371). 
Although aspects of Paul’s preaching show certain similarities in his addresses 
with other audiences, the apostle nevertheless recognizes the unique cultural milieu in 
which he finds himself at the synagogue in Antioch: 
[In Paul’s preaching] there is one element, which is very prominent in the 
preaching to the heathen, which has no place here. There is no demand for 
a break with the old religion. The Jew might become a Christian without 
abandoning any of the forms of Judaism. A Gentile could not become a 
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Christian without a definite repudiation of his early faith and a definite 
renunciation of its practice. The break for the Jew was internal only. He 
ceased to seek his own righteousness in the careful observation of the 
Law; but outwardly, he might still keep the Law. (Allen 64) 
 
Paul’s sermon comprises a contextual message, tailor-made for his Jewish audience, 
incorporating themes and images familiar to Jews, thus signifying an awareness of 
cultural distinctives.  
Paul and Greek Philosophers in Athens (Acts 17:22-31). The apostle’s 
message on Mar’s Hill proves Paul not only capable of becoming “a Jew to the Jews” but 
also becoming a philosopher to the philosophers. The sermon in Athens presents an 
example where Paul ventures into the world of those who have no monotheistic memory 
or knowledge of the God of the Jewish Scriptures. 
Instead of building his argument on the foundation of history familiar to Jews, 
“Paul placed his message in the historical, social, and economic context of the Greeks in 
Athens” (Lingenfelter 209). The apostle makes his initial connection by exploring 
common ground. “I see that in every way you are very religious” (Acts 17:22). Before 
Paul begins his address, however, the apostle derived the entry point for his sermon (of 
appealing to the religious interest of the Stoic and Epicurean philosophers of Athens) 
through prior observation. Paul had made an effort to familiarize himself initially with his 
new cultural surroundings: “For as I walked around and looked carefully at your objects 
of worship I … found an altar with this inscription: TO AN UNKNOWN GOD” (17:23). 
The detail of Paul’s resolution to familiarize himself with the culture, which may easily 
elude a cursory reading of the text, reveals the effort necessary in order to exegete a 
cultural context. Addressing the issue of the unknown god provided Paul with an entry 
point into the world of his listeners. Missiologist Don Richardson calls Paul’s approach 
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“the concept fulfillment of redemptive analogy” (Concept Fulfillment 416): 
When a missionary enters another culture he is conspicuously foreign, and 
that is to be expected. But often the Gospel he preaches is labeled foreign. 
How can he explain the Gospel so it seems culturally right? The New 
Testament way seems to be through concept fulfillment. (416)  
 
Concept fulfillment focuses on truths within a culture that find parallels in the Christian 
message. In his books Peace Child and Eternity in their Hearts, Richardson contends God 
has placed within every culture certain concepts that find their fulfillment in the gospel. 
Paul, by appealing to the unknown god, in essence makes use of a redemptive analogy to 
gain a hearing with his Athenian audience. For the missionary or the pastor to make use 
of redemptive analogies, however, presupposes a resolution to carefully excavate 
culturally embedded concepts and images. 
In contrast to Paul’s sermon in Antioch, the apostle makes his appeal by finding 
common ground and then introducing the unknown god as the creator and sustainer of 
nature: “The God who made the world and everything in it is the Lord of heaven and 
earth” (Acts 17:24). Again, Paul ventures onto common ground by use of a familiar 
analogy when he references local poets: “‘For in him we live and move and have our 
being.’ As some of your own poets have said, ‘We are his offspring’” (17:28).  
Paul’s argument further develops as he reasons that because “we are God’s 
offspring” (Acts 17:29) idolatry presents an unacceptable practice. Here Paul introduces 
the sin motif followed by the natural consequence of judgment: “For he has set a day 
when he will judge the world with justice by the man he has appointed. He has given 
proof of this to all men by raising him from the dead” (17:31). At this point, the response 
proved divided on Mar’s Hill, as the resurrection elicits division in any culture: “When 
they heard about the resurrection of the dead, some of them sneered, but others said, ‘We 
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want to hear you again on this subject’” (Acts 17:32). Nonetheless, the value of Paul’s 
example consists of his contextual adaptation to the Greek culture. 
Paul’s sermon shows the value of the lesson on contextualization in that his 
message on the Areopagus almost entirely lacked Semitic thinking. The apostle’s 
description of God consisted of common terminology. Ideas from the Cretan poet 
Epimenides and the Cilician poet Aratus appeared in the discussion, and the still 
impending judgment and the need for repentance as well as the good news of the 
resurrection provided the central idea (Posten 462).  
Paul and Gentiles in Lystra (Acts 14:8-20). Thus far, Paul has demonstrated his 
capacity to become a Jew to the Jews and a philosopher to the philosophers. In addressing 
Gentiles in Lystra, the apostle becomes “to those not under the law as one not under the 
law” (1 Cor. 9:20), by dealing with his audience at the basic level of humanity. The 
apostle addressed the onlookers as “fellow humans” (Acts 14:15), and appealed to the 
created order around them as evidence for the existence of a transcendent God (Poston 
465). 
Likely, no one in the audience would have known much about Jewish law or 
history. Lystra was also well away from Athenian culture, which meant quoting Greek 
poets provided no common analogy or point of entry for the apostle. Paul began from 
nature, speaking of “the living God (in contrast to Zeus and Hermes), who made heaven 
and earth and sea and everything in them” (Acts 14:15).  
The context of Paul’s sermon involves the miraculous healing of a lame man 
(Acts 14:8-10). After the crowds witnessed a man crippled from birth jump up and walk, 
they became agitated and began shouting in their Lycaonian dialect: “‘The gods have 
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come down to us in human form!’ Barnabas they called Zeus, and Paul they called 
Hermes” (14:11-12). What followed the miracle evidenced that the apostles at least 
initially were unable to understand the natives. In addition to the language problem, the 
apostles seemed unaware of a particular legend, which in all likelihood prompted the 
crowd’s reaction. As recorded by Ovid in his Metamorphoses, an elderly couple, 
Philemon and Baucis, slaughtered their last goose to feed Zeus and Hermes, who 
wandered about in human form. Except for the elderly couple, the people of that region, 
rejected Zeus and Hermes and received punishment whereas Philemon and Baucis 
obtained reward. Identifying Paul and Barnabas as gods, the people immediately began 
preparations for a collective expression of homage (Acts 14:13; Hesselgrave and 
Rommen 9).  
Against the tumultuous backdrop, Paul responds with a simple but contextualized 
message (Acts 14:15-17). The sermon opens with an explanation of the position of the 
apostles as messengers of God. Then, beginning with their listeners’ frame of reference 
of polytheism, Paul and Barnabas urge them to turn from empty and useless idols to the 
living God who revealed himself in nature: “He has not left himself without testimony: 
He has shown kindness by giving you rain from heaven and crops in their season; he 
provides you with plenty of food and fills your heart with joy” (14:17-18). 
Evidenced by the absence of scriptural or historical illusions, Paul’s presentation 
of the truths of the gospel in Lystra comprises a different approach from the earlier-cited 
passages:  
Paul’s speech to the pagans was appropriate to his audience. He made no 
appeal to Scripture, but built upon the knowledge they had from the 
natural world. He stressed the evidence in nature of a supernatural creator, 
and showed the folly of idolatry. (Kent 117) 
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Paul’s methodology in communicating the Gospel based on his audiences’ frame of 
reference represents a valuable model for pastoral ministry. The point of reference for 
Paul constituted not his own background but that of his listeners; thus, he sought to lower 
any cultural hurdles that could potentially keep him from connecting with his audience. 
The shift in point of reference from the speaker’s background to the listeners’ involves 
discernment of the cultural context. The shift from communicating from a familiar 
context to an unfamiliar context involves the process of contextualization: 
[I]n the New Testament, missionary communication involved either 
making a case for the Christian claims from the Old Testament in the case 
of those who held to the Judeo-Christian world view, or filling in the 
information concerning God, His world, man, and history which the Old 
Testament affords in the case of those who had non-Judeo-Christian world 
views.… [I]n the partially recorded discourses of Paul at Lystra (Acts 
14:15-17) and on Mars’ hill (17:22-31) Paul begins with the Creator God 
who was unknown to those Gentile polytheists.… [W]e conclude, 
therefore, that while certain general statements can be made concerning 
the substance of the gospel (e.g., 1.Cor.15:1-9) and the spiritual need of 
man as a sinner (e.g., Rom.3:9-18), the communication of these truths in 
specific situations involves a contextualizing process. (Hesselgrave 135) 
 
Paul’s missiological strategy of contextualization demonstrates what is required of 
pastoral leaders who want to connect effectively with their congregations. The apostle 
serves as a model to pastors as he was acutely aware of cultural differences among 
various social groupings as well as individual congregations. Studying Paul’s missionary 
approach presents a valuable background to understanding the significance of assessing 
culture as well as living and ministering contextually. 
The Meaning of Contextualization 
The meaning and practice of contextualization presents the backdrop for cultural 
discernment. Pastors, failing to consult the cultural cues and distinctives of their 
congregation, run the risk of a pastor-congregation disconnect and miss the opportunity 
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to communicate with a “receptor orientation” (Gilliland, Pauline Theology 273). The 
process of contextualization provides the means by which pastors engage their 
congregation on terms familiar to them.  
David J. Hesselgrave and Edward Rommen state, “There is not yet a commonly 
accepted definition of the word contextualization, but only a series of proposals, all of 
them vying for acceptance” (35). The term “contextualization,” which has at times been 
associated with such terms as “accommodation,” “adaptation,” “indigenization,” and 
“inculturation,” encompasses the process whereby the Christian message becomes 
relevant and meaningful in a given cultural context (Hesselgrave 82). An even broader 
definition of the term contextualization comes from Byang H. Kato, a Nigerian 
evangelical theologian, who says, “[W]e understand the term to mean making concepts or 
ideals relevant in a given situation” (217). Kato continues by proposing, “[S]ince the 
Gospel message is inspired but the mode of its expression is not, contextualization of the 
modes of expression is not only right but necessary” (217). Hesselgrave and Rommen 
add, “Contextualization is more than a neologism, it is a necessity.... [I]f the gospel is to 
be understood, contextualization … must be related to the cultural, linguistic, and 
religious background of the respondents” (xi). In order to practice contextualization 
effectively, the context must be understood, at least in part.   
The task of contextualization remains one of complexity and challenge for any 
person attempting to translate meaning into the frame of reference of another. Norman L. 
Geisler expresses the challenge of contextualization: 
[T]he Christian accepts as axiomatic that his task is to communicate Christ 
to the world [as the pastor accepts as axiomatic that his or her task is to 
communicate Christ to the congregation]. That sounds simple enough, but 
in fact is very complex. It is complex for at least three reasons: first, there 
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are many views of “Christ”; secondly, there are many ways to 
“communicate”; and thirdly, there are many “worlds” [or congregations] 
to which Christ must be communicated. (241) 
 
Furthermore, each one of these worlds, be it a foreign people group or a parish, represents 
an inherently diverse world, and each contends to embody its own reality. Regardless of 
the legitimacy of a culture in the view of the pastor or missionary, the way of looking at 
reality prevailing in any respondent culture is valid for the members of that culture. 
Because respondents decode messages within the framework of a reality provided by 
their own culture, the missionaries or pastors must encode their message with that reality 
in mind and maintain a sensitive approach to communication if they want to present 
Christ in the respondent culture. In other words, people communicate based on the 
perspective of their own worldview. Both missionaries and pastors deal with this 
certainty. From a communication perspective, the worldview of the respondents’ culture 
necessitates analysis because messages get decoded and evaluated in that cultural context. 
After analyzing the values and coming to understand the culture, missionaries or pastors 
must then find appropriate ways in which to encode the message so it applies to their 
respondents. The described adaptation represents the concept of contextualization 
(Hesselgrave 130-38). 
A biblical example of how Jesus adopted his message within various sub-contexts 
finds the following illustration: 
Jesus did not communicate with the rich young ruler in terms of new birth, 
or with the woman of Samaria in terms of selling what she had and 
following Him, or with Nicodemus in terms of the water of Life. It could 
be argued that all three of those approaches are valid as concerns God’s 
eternal truth. However, they would not have been valid as adaptations 
within the respective contexts. (Hesselgrave 130) 
 
Meeting people where they live and connecting effectively presents a great challenge to 
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missionaries and pastors who seek to proclaim the life-giving gospel. Because people of a 
culture or subculture take their determined view of reality with utmost seriousness, the 
pastoral leader and missionary must equally do so with utmost genuineness. Seeking to 
understand a cultural context, however, does not mean every way of looking at reality is 
equally valid. Obviously, some cultures are healthier than others. Some congregational 
cultures are healthier than others. Nevertheless, in order to enter a culture and 
communicate effectively, bringing Christ to the culture, one must first have discerned the 
culture, a process necessary for both missionary and pastoral ministry.  
Foundational to the challenging task of a ministry approach of contextualization 
endures the test of the minister’s readiness to engage the culture in which he or she 
serves. Contextualization constitutes a sacrificial giving of self and relinquishing of 
cultural preferences. The Apostle Paul’s methodology of contextualization finds its 
sacrificial expression most clearly in 1 Corinthians 9:22-23: “I have become all things to 
all men so that by all possible means I might save some. I do all this for the sake of the 
gospel that I may share in its blessings.” 
In his approach to the audiences surveyed earlier, Paul showed an extraordinary 
ability to adapt his message to the local context. More poignantly, beyond the 
contextualization of his message, Paul, according to 1 Corinthians 9:22, embodies a 
contextualization of the messenger himself. In much of the literature, contextualization 
constitutes adapting the message. Paul in his example of cross-cultural adaptation moves 
beyond the medium of the spoken word and becomes himself the medium of 
contextualization.  
In 1 Corinthians 9:22, Paul speaks not of the contextualization of a message, a 
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theology, an ethical system, or a church structure. Rather, the apostle addresses the 
contextualization of himself as a messenger. He appears not so much to engage people in 
a discussion of a set of theological constructs or a system of religious ritual but seeks to 
attract others to a personal model or a living example inspiring observation and copying 
at street level (Poston 463). 
“Be imitators of me,” Paul counseled the Corinthians (1 Cor. 4:16), suggesting 
later in the letter, “[f]ollow my example, as I follow the example of Christ” (1 Cor. 11:1). 
The context of the passage suggests a selfless lifestyle, which attracts “Jews, Greeks and 
the church of God” (1 Cor. 10:32), seeking “the good of many, so that they may be 
saved” (v. 33). 
Larry Posten captures the meaning of Paul’s contextual approach when he writes, 
“[Paul] made it clear that his intention was to reduce the cultural distance between 
himself and his target audience to as near zero as possible” (464). At the same time, 
however, while the apostle’s communication style and his very life illustrate his 
characteristic method of adaptability to changing circumstances, “Paul’s preaching shows 
a remarkable ability to keep in place the central truths of the gospel (kerygma) while the 
more secondary features of the message are suited to the context” (Gilliland, Pauline 
Theology 274). 
Paul demonstrates the parameters of contextualization on Mar’s Hill in Acts 
17:31, when he proceeds to preach the resurrection, realizing that remarks regarding the 
rising of the dead would potentially elicit the derision that it did (17:32). Nevertheless, 
appropriate contextualization maintains the truth of the gospel though it may offend. 
Paul, though sacrificially contextual in his ministry, held to the gospel with its 
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characteristic of being “a stumbling block to Jews” and “foolishness to Gentiles” (1 Cor. 
1:23), never compromising his theology: 
[“Becoming all things to all people” (1 Cor. 9:22)] does not mean that 
Paul compromises his beliefs and practices by simply conforming them to 
those he happens to be addressing at any particular time. It means that he 
is always taking such beliefs and practices into account and making them 
his starting point for his own message and behavior. Wherever he can do 
so, he acknowledges the validity of other approaches and incorporates 
them into his own. (Banks 5) 
 
Paul decidedly did not “become all things to all people” concerning the competing 
religious systems of his day. Paul never became a pagan to pagans or a worshiper of 
Greek gods. At Mar’s Hill he attributed the worship of idols to ignorance and refused to 
compromise the gospel to make its message more palatable (Poston 463-66). Paul 
represents an appropriate model for ministry in being willing and able to enter a cultural 
context, his entire being and his message a form of contextualization, nevertheless 
without compromising the truth of the message of the gospel. The key element for pastors 
to gain from Paul’s example consists of the entering into and understanding of the 
congregation’s culture as essential for effective ministry (Ramsay 2). 
Theological Foundation 
The incarnation as lived and modeled by Jesus Christ powerfully captures the 
essence of the calling of the pastor: explicitly to empty the self of cultural assumptions, to 
enter his or her ministry context as a child, ready to learn and to listen, and to adapt the 
self and message in such a way as to reach the people in his or her care.  
Dean S. Gilliland says, “Properly taught and modeled, contextualization takes us 
to the center of what God did in Christ” (Gilliland, “Contextual Theology” 23). Valid 
contextualization is a reflection of the incarnation principle that came to fullness when 
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“[t]he Word became flesh and made his dwelling among us. We have seen his glory, the 
glory of the One and Only, who came from the Father, full of grace and truth” (John 
1:14). The fact of God coming in Jesus, stirs his follower to go in Jesus’ name and make 
disciples (Matt. 28:19). Nevertheless, rarely is the manner in which he came considered 
as the example according to which the pastor ought to enter a congregation. 
Throughout the history of the Old Testament, God met with his people in their 
cultural context and moved his purpose forward through intimate interaction with them in 
their varied existential situations (Glasser 49). “Throughout the ages, whenever God 
interacted with human beings, God did so using a particular language bound in a 
particular time and place” (Shaw and Van Engen 4). The coming of Jesus Christ, 
Immanuel, God with us, embodies the incarnation principle most comprehensibly.  
According to Philippians 2:7-8, Jesus Christ emptied himself, “taking the very 
nature of a servant, being made in human likeness. And being found in appearance as a 
man, he humbled himself and became obedient to death—even death on a cross.” The 
meaning of the Incarnation is the absolute, unquestioned disclosure of God himself. The 
Incarnation is the ultimate expression of God’s receptor-oriented communication, in 
which he fully entered the culture in which the receptors live (Gilliland, “Contextual 
Theology” 24). 
Christ’s entering earth comprised not a partial appearance but involved a 
complete emergence into the indigenous living quarters for the sole benefit of its 
inhabitants. Christ’s incarnational model not only calls pastors to leave houses or brothers 
or sisters or father or mother or children or fields for his sake (Matt. 19:29) but also to 
remove any cultural barriers inhibiting the ministry to his people. Jesus Christ 
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demonstrated in his incarnation that his intention was to reduce the cultural distance 
between himself and his target audience to as near zero as possible (Posten 464). 
The receptor orientation as modeled by Jesus Christ in the Incarnation presents 
the very approach for the ministry of pastors entering their congregations. The 
significance of the Incarnation as it applies to a model for ministry constitutes that God 
“interacts with specific people in the ways most appropriate to them concerning those 
topics he knows they most need. And he does it from within their life situation, from 
within their own context” (Kraft, “Contextualizing Communication” 121). 
When God speaks or reveals, he does so as one who comes all the way to human 
beings where they are. In crossing the gap between himself and his creatures, God does 
not merely build a bridge halfway across, calling people to construct a structure from 
their end to span the unspanned area; rather, God employs human language, human 
culture, and the principles of communication in terms in which humans operate. He 
reveals himself in a receptor-oriented fashion. So much so did God in Jesus Christ 
become part of a specific human context, many never recognized he had come from 
somewhere else: “Nazareth! Can anything good come from there?” (John 1:46). God 
assumes a form people can understand. Within the personal interaction of the Incarnation, 
Jesus has brought about the spanning of the gap separating God from human beings 
(Kraft, Christianity and Culture 169-75).  
The meaning of the Incarnation in everyday life for Jesus entailed certain realities 
finding significant parallels for incarnational pastoral ministry. Lingenfelter and Mayers 
present two important implications in following Christ’s incarnational pattern: The first 
significant fact about the Incarnation presents Jesus as a helpless infant. Luke 2:7 says 
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Jesus was born as Mary’s child. God did not arrive as a fully developed adult or as an 
expert (as pastors coming into a new congregation may be prone to think of themselves). 
Jesus did not appear as a ruler or even as part of a ruling family. Jesus came as an infant, 
born into a humble family in a conquered and subjugated land. The second significant 
fact about the Incarnation shows that Jesus came as a learner. He maintained no prior 
knowledge of language or culture. In this respect, he was an ordinary child. He learned 
the language from his parents. He learned how to play from his peers. He learned a trade 
from Joseph, and he learned to study the Scriptures by sitting under the tutelage of 
teachers (Luke 2:46). 
The implications of Jesus’s status as a learner must be considered, understood, 
and applied by pastors who intend to minister incarnationally. God’s Son studied the 
language, the culture, and the lifestyles of his people. He immersed himself in their 
values, worldview, and traditions, thus identifying fully with those to whom he came 
(Lingenfelter and Mayers 16-17). 
Though Jesus immersed himself fully in the Jewish culture, he refused to approve 
of all cultural norms of his day. While knowledgeable in matters of the Pharisaical law, 
for instance, Jesus frequently disapproved of it, as for instance in Matthew 23:23: 
Woe to you, teachers of the law and Pharisees, you hypocrites! You give a 
tenth of your spices—mint, dill and cummin. But you have neglected the 
more important matters of the law—justice, mercy and faithfulness. You 
should have practiced the latter, without neglecting the former. You blind 
guides! You strain out a gnat but swallow a camel.  
 
For Jesus, as for the pastor, the culture, even a congregational culture, does not constitute 
the final authority. 
Nevertheless, pastors must enter the cultural context for the sake of understanding 
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and connecting. The subtle difference between adapting to cultural norms 
indiscriminately and entering a culture contextually finds an explanation by Lingenfelter 
and Mayers: 
The key to growth and maturity in cross-cultural ministry [as well as in a 
local ministry context] is incarnation with complete submission to and 
dependence upon God. When the Jews accused Jesus of breaking the 
Sabbath, of violating their spiritual norms, Jesus replied, “The Son can do 
nothing by himself; he can do only what he sees his Father doing, because 
whatever the Father does the Son also does” (John 5:19). As Christians, 
we are also sons of God, and the Father is likewise our source of direction 
and power. Becoming incarnate in another culture will lead to sin only if 
we lose our sense of dependence on and unwavering trust in God and his 
Word. (123) 
 
Thus, incarnational ministry involves not so much blind consent to all cultural norms and 
practices but what Robert J. Schreiter calls “listening to the culture.” Listening means 
gaining a careful awareness of the multifaceted dynamics and inherent realities informing 
and shaping the lives of the people pastors intend to serve. This kind of “second culture 
learning” remains impossible to accomplish in a school. Listening to and learning a 
culture entails an ongoing process that never totally achieves completion (Brewster and 
Brewster 902). Nevertheless, careful observation and intentional efforts of discovery 
promise a growing awareness of cultural distinctives. Jesus as a fully immersed 
contextual agent was able to read the people of his day, I submit, not necessarily because 
of his divine attributes but because of his careful study of the people in their cultural 
setting. 
Contextualization as presented in the incarnational example of Jesus Christ 
remains challenging. “Blinded by our own ethnocentrism and ecclesiastical hegemony, 
we find it is very difficult to cultivate the art of listening and learning from those different 
from ourselves” (Whiteman 6), yet a proneness to cultural blindness provides the very 
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rationale for pastors to become incarnate in the culture and thus in the lives of the people 
they serve. Ministers must begin as children and grow in the midst of the context in 
which they serve. Pastors must inhabit their congregation as learners and allow the 
natives of the culture to teach them before they themselves obtain the right to teach and 
introduce the Master Teacher to their respondents. 
Following the example of the Incarnation means undergoing drastic personal 
reorientation. The implications represent total immersing and entering the culture as if 
children, ignorant of everything from the customs of eating and talking to the patterns of 
work, play, and worship. “[T]he incarnation principle can also be applied effectively in 
family and church life” (Lingenfelter and Mayers 23).  
A truly incarnational approach to congregational ministry assumes following the 
example of Jesus. In Philippians 2:5 Paul says, “Your attitude should be the same as that 
of Christ Jesus,” and 1 Peter 2:21 states, “Christ suffered for you, leaving you an 
example, that you should follow in his steps.” The Incarnation of Christ certainly 
involved a great cost for the Savior; thus, incarnational pastoral ministry embodies an 
approach to serving Christ’s body with a considerable cost to the servant. 
Malcolm McFee, in his article on Black Foot Indians, speaks of the 150 percent 
person who is able to maintain 75 percent of his or her original cultural identity, setting 
aside some social identity and adopting 75 percent of the new cultural context which he 
or she enters (1096-107). Jesus Christ represents a 200 percent person, fully God and 
fully human, whereas becoming a 150 percent person presents already more than an 
ordinary challenge. The natural tendency to want to maintain one’s way of life, cultural 
preferences, and identity finds its contrast in Christ’s life. Jesus, “being in very nature 
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God” (Phil.2:6), did not insist on clinging to that identity but instead became not only a 
Jew but also a servant among Jews, humbling himself even to the point of the cross. 
To minister incarnationally assumes a willingness to give up something of self, 
adopting the posture of a child and of a learner. Becoming incarnate in another culture or 
another church culture may involve “a trial by fire,” a test of inner strength, of personal 
faith, and, most of all, a test of the veracity of one’s love. Following the example of 
Christ means aiming at incarnation (Lingenfelter and Mayers 24-25). 
For ministers, as missionaries overseas or as pastors in local churches, the process 
of becoming incarnate involves becoming more than what they already are. Actually 
ministering incarnationally presents another conversion. When followers of Christ first 
believe Jesus as the Son of God incarnate in human flesh and blood and that he was 
crucified and rose from the dead, they experience a new creation in their lives (2 Cor. 
5:17). The spirit of Christ came to dwell in them, and a reintegration of their whole 
person and life occurs. They do not lose their original identity nor wipe out their past 
lives but enter into new relationships with both God and their fellow humans because of 
Christ’s spirit within (Lingenfelter and Mayers 123): 
[T]he first and most important step in what might be termed “cross-
cultural conversion” is the recognition that culture is simply the context 
for daily activities and relationships, and that in the world there are 
hundreds of contexts [the congregation being one] all of which are valid 
and useful to the people who share them. Once we have grasped this fact, 
then we must take the more difficult step of acting upon this belief. We 
must suspend our commitment to the context in which we have lived all 
our lives, enter a cultural context which is strange to us, and appropriate 
that new context as the framework for life and ministry. By so doing we 
will experience a reintegration in our lives, yet we will not lose our prior 
identity or personal culture and history. This significant change in our 
thinking will allow us to enter into relationships with people whose values 
and lifestyles are fundamentally different from their own. We must learn 
the value priorities of others as well as the different definitions and rules 
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of the context in which they live. We must learn their patterns and 
procedures for working, playing and worshiping. We must become 
incarnate in their culture and make them our family and friends. (123-24) 
 
Becoming incarnate which in turn requires a cross-cultural conversion provokes images 
of missionaries in foreign lands, however, every pastor occupies a position inside of a 
unique cultural context in which a theology of incarnation finds daily application. 
Incarnational theology expresses itself at the level of human contact. “Cultural 
differences are ever-present barriers to communication” (Nida 220), but an incarnational 
approach to ministry bridges these barriers, rendering them surmountable: 
[God] could have constructed a heavenly language and required that we all 
learn that language in order to hear what He has to say to us. He has the 
power to do that. But He uses that power to adapt to us, to enter our frame 
of reference; rather than to extract us from our frame of reference into 
something that he has constructed. He has, apparently no holy language, 
no holy culture, no sacred set of cultural and linguistic patterns that He 
endorses to the exclusion of all other patterns. He moves into the cultural 
and linguistic water in which we are immersed in order to make contact 
with us. (Kraft, Communicating the Gospel 10-11) 
 
Moving into the cultural and linguistic water of a congregation represents the challenge 
and high calling of incarnational pastoral ministry.  The explicit question then consists of 
how a pastor enters a congregation contextually. All cultures evidence certain observable 
distinctives, and this study asserts that pastors can learn to read congregational cultures 
that express their uniqueness in terms of value characteristics. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
Review of the Problem and Purpose 
No two congregations function alike. Every local church embodies a unique 
culture, made up of distinct values, norms, language, and rituals. Discerning a 
congregation’s culture constitutes a vital discovery for pastors who want to minister in a 
manner congruent with the congregation’s distinct culture. Pastors typically receive some 
training in leadership but have not always received instruction to think culturally about 
their congregations, nor have they had access to tools aiding them in contextualizing their 
leadership for a particular congregation. The problem, then, for pastors and congregants 
alike consists of a disregard for viewing congregations as cultures coupled with an 
absence of tools designed to uncover cultural distinctives of congregations. 
The purpose of this project was to create a valid and reliable instrument, entitled 
Church Culture Survey, to assess congregational culture. The researcher-designed CCS 
served as the sole research instrument. The project utilized a pilot study and a posttest 
design. The CCS pilot study was administered in three different congregations during the 
months of January and February 2007. After testing for reliability and making 
appropriate adjustments, the CCS was administered in my congregation as a posttest.  
Research Questions 
The purpose of this study consisted of creating an instrument designed to assess 
the culture of a congregation; thus, the research questions addressed the validity and 
reliability of the Church Culture Survey.  
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Research Question #1 
How valid is the Church Culture Survey? In other words, what is the evidence to 
verify that the CCS measures what it was intended to assess? 
Research Question #2 
How reliable is the Church Culture Survey? In other words, what is the evidence 
to verify that the CCS is internally consistent in what it measures? 
Cultural Value Dimensions  
If, in fact, “congregations are cultures—richly complex and dynamic 
configurations thick with stories and symbols, language and worldviews, rituals, norms 
and values” (Ramsay 4), then the challenge for the pastor involves learning to read the 
culture much like a missionary who steps into a foreign world as a contextual agent. One 
of the acute problems for pastors entails the duration involved in discerning the cultural 
dynamics of a congregation. By the time a new pastor learns to read the congregation’s 
cultural cues, often much misunderstanding and conflict can already have taken place.  
This study asserts that an appropriate tool to measure the culture of a 
congregation can provide valuable help in the process of a pastor becoming incarnational 
in his or her ministry setting. Discovering the culture of a congregation not only aids the 
pastor in avoiding cultural pitfalls but allows for the possibility of a more faithful 
approach to his or her ministry. Measuring culture and effectively coming to discern its 
values nevertheless remains a challenge.  
Thankfully, researchers have dealt with the challenge to unearth the underlying 
values and beliefs of a culture or subculture. Among these are F. Kluckhohn and F. 
Strodtbeck who conceptualize cultural value orientations as “complex but definitely 
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patterned principles … which give order and direction to the ever-flowing stream of 
human acts and thoughts” (4). 
A similar approach to understanding cultural values as those of Kluckhohn and 
Strodtbeck is proposed by Hofstede, who originally arrived at four cultural value 
dimensions (individualism/collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and 
masculinity/femininity), which he tested extensively in his study surveying fifty countries 
and 116,000 managers and employees (Ting-Toomey 66). Harry Triandis, distinguished 
professor of international psychology, states that “Hofstede’s work has become the 
standard against which new work on cultural differences is validated” (89). Hofstede’s 
classification of cultural value dimensions comprise careful research and validation over 
the past twenty-five years, thus providing valuable foundational categories from which to 
derive a point of reference for discerning congregational cultures.  
Though Hofstede has added two further dimensions since his original work (the 
Confucian dynamism and loose/tight social structures), this study limits the classification 
of cultures to the original four dimensions. Some amount of overlap naturally occurs 
between the categories; nevertheless, these dimensions provide a valuable framework for 
distinguishing cultural variants among congregations. Each of the four cultural value 
dimensions is described according to its original application and then extended into the 
context of congregations. By way of identifying recurring themes in Hofstede’s work, 
five further subcategories, referred to as congregational expressions, served as a 
framework in which to extrapolate Hofstede’s dimensions for congregational use. 
Attitudes and behavior, theology, pastoral role, decision making, and communication 
patterns presented a fivefold categorization that found representation in Hofstede’s 
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exploration of values, beliefs, behaviors, employer-employee relationships, decision 
making, communication, and role expectations, all reflected in Hofstede’s own survey 
work (467-74, 494-97). Because Hofstede’s findings are based on studies largely in 
business settings, not all aspects of the Cultural Value Dimensions apply to the life of a 
congregation. Therefore, this study uses Hofstede’s dimensions as broad parameters from 
which to extrapolate only those aspects of culture that have significant value for 
understanding congregations. In essence, Hofstede’s four Value Dimensions serve as a 
blueprint to understand cultural categories for congregations, thus opening a window for 
better discerning variants in congregational cultures. 
Hofstede’s four cultural value dimensions consist of patterns on a continuum 
reflecting the motivation of human behavior in social groups. Joseph A. DeVito explains 
for instance, that “individual and collective tendencies are, of course, not mutually 
exclusive; this is not an all-or-none orientation, but rather one of emphasis. You’ll find 
both at work in every family, society, or social group” (46-47). Likewise, power distance 
dimensions, uncertainty avoidance dimensions, as well as masculinity and femininity 
dimensions represent categories that function on a scale of lesser and greater degrees but 
find representation in all culture groups. The Church Culture Survey probes the indicators 
that show cultural value tendencies within congregations, thus signifying where a group’s 
cultural distinctiveness falls in a range between cultural extremes. Individualism and 
collectivism, as opposites on a continuum, represent the first value dimension explained 
in terms of interpretations by Hofstede and others, followed by clarifications on power 
distance dimensions, uncertainty avoidance dimensions, and masculine/feminine 
dimensions. 
Dietrich 48 
 
Individualism and Collectivism 
Individualism versus its opposite, collectivism, refers to the degree to which 
individuals are integrated into groups. In individualist societies, the ties among 
individuals are loose. In collectivist societies, ties among individuals are strong and more 
clearly defined. Individualist cultures represent societies in which individuals look out for 
themselves and their immediate families, whereas collectivist societies integrate 
individuals into strong and cohesive in-groups that serve to protect these individuals in 
exchange for their loyalty. One of the major differences between these two opposing 
orientations is in the degree to which an individual’s goals or the in-group’s goals are 
given precedence. Because persons in collectivist cultures give priority to in-group goals 
rather than to personal goals, they also pay more attention to norms rather than to 
attitudes (Hofstede and McCrae 63; Hofstede and Hofstede 51; DeVito 46; Triandis 90). 
Triandis’ work with Greeks and North Americans found that the former behaved 
much more under the influence of external factors, such as norms and roles (e.g., what 
should I do?) versus the influence of internal factors, such as attitudes and personality 
(e.g., what would I like to do?). Attitudes and personality provided the greater motivation 
for Americans (88). Hofstede’s survey work confirmed that the United States rated 
highest after computing the individualism index scores, followed by Australia, Great 
Britain, and Canada, while countries with the highest collectivist orientation included 
Guatemala, Ecuador, Panama, and Venezuela (Hofstede 215).  
Power Distance  
Every society deals with some amount of inequality. Each culture or social group 
is comprised of diverse individuals, some who are bigger, stronger, or smarter than 
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others. Inevitably, a certain number of members within a society or group have more 
power than others and thus are more able to determine the behavior of others than vice 
versa. Some people acquire more wealth than others; some people are given more status 
and respect than others. In most groups or societies, power is concentrated in the hands of 
a few, whereas ordinary members of society wield little influence. Power distance can 
therefore be defined as the extent to which the less powerful expect and accept that power 
is distributed unequally (Hofstede and Hofstede 23, 28; DeVito 43-44). 
Low-power distance cultures are characterized by a general feeling of equality 
consistent with acting assertively, limiting or distrusting authority, relying little on 
symbols of power, and enjoying greater freedom to challenge and approach superiors. 
The way to change the system is to change the rules. In high-power-distance cultures, 
inequality among people is both expected and desired. People in authority are greatly 
respected, and direct confrontation and assertiveness is generally unwelcome. Symbols of 
power, such as the use of titles, are important. The way to change the system is to change 
(or exchange) the people at the top. Malaysia, Guatemala, Panama, the Philippines, and 
Mexico are among the countries that scored highest on the power distance index. Austria, 
Israel, Denmark, New Zealand, and the Republic of Ireland scored lowest on the power 
distance index. The United States came in thirty-eighth out of fifty-three (DeVito 44-45; 
Hofstede and Hofstede 26, 43). 
Uncertainty Avoidance  
Uncertainty avoidance deals with a society’s tolerance for ambiguity and its 
comfort level with unstructured situations. Uncertainty avoidance represents the extent to 
which people in a given culture feel threatened by uncertain and unknown situations and 
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the extent to which they try to avoid uncertain and unknown situations. Feelings of 
anxiety and the tendency to evade new situations indicate strong uncertainty avoidance. 
Weak uncertainty avoidance cultures encourage risk taking, while strong uncertainty 
avoidance cultures prefer clear procedures, rules, and guidelines in directing members’ 
behavior in a society or an organization. Weak uncertainty avoidance cultures are more 
tolerant of differing opinions and allow for exploration of change. Strong uncertainty 
avoidance cultures minimize openness to new ideas and tolerance to ideas that conflict 
with the status quo. Weak uncertainty avoidance cultures allow a wide range of personal 
interpretation as to how to evaluate norms and guidelines while on the contrary, strong 
uncertainty avoidance cultures avoid ambiguous situations. People in strong uncertainty 
avoidance cultures look for structure in organizations and relationships that make events 
clearly interpretable and predictable. The strong uncertainty avoidance sentiment 
represents the credo of xenophobia: What is different is dangerous. The weak uncertainty 
avoidance sentiment, on the contrary, says, “What is different is curious.” Strong 
uncertainty avoidance index values, for example, are found in Greece, Portugal, 
Guatemala, Uruguay, and Belgium. Weak uncertainty avoidance index values are found 
in Singapore, Jamaica, Denmark, Sweden, and Hong Kong. The United States scored 
forty-third out of fifty-three countries (Hofstede and Hofstede 113, 116-19).  
Masculinity and Femininity 
A further classification of cultures as proposed by Hofstede finds its expression in 
terms of masculinity and femininity: 
Masculinity stands for a society in which social gender roles are clearly 
distinct: Men are supposed to be assertive, tough, and focused on material 
success; women are supposed to be more modest, tender, and concerned 
with the quality of life. Femininity stands for a society in which social 
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gender roles overlap: Both men and women are supposed to be modest, 
tender, and concerned with the quality of life. (Hofstede 297) 
 
By implication, members of masculine cultures are more likely to confront disagreement 
directly and fight out differences, emphasizing win-lose conflict strategies. Feminine 
cultures emphasize quality of life and socialize their people to be modest and to value 
close, interpersonal relationships. Members of feminine cultures are thus more likely to 
place emphasis on compromise and negotiation in resolving conflicts, seeking win-win 
solutions. Patterns of masculine and feminine cultures are observable in all countries and 
all social groups (DeVito 45). 
Feminine values tend to emphasize relationships, modesty, caring, compromise, 
gentleness, and benevolence and make room for expression of feelings and decision 
making based on intuition. Masculine values call attention to assertiveness, 
competitiveness, recognition, advancement, achievement, and performance. Masculine 
cultural values include making decisions based on facts and performance results. Being 
“my brother’s keeper” is not a priority (Hofstede 298, 306, 312, 318; Hofstede and 
McCrae 63). 
According to Hofstede’s masculinity index, Japan, Austria, Venezuela, Italy, and 
Switzerland ranked highest, whereas Sweden, Norway, the Netherlands, Denmark, and 
Costa Rica rated lowest for masculinity index values. The United States ranked fifteen 
out of fifty countries (Hofstede 286). 
Congregational Culture Profiles 
Hofstede’s research classifies cultural distinctives into four major value 
dimensions, which provide the theoretical foundation for generating congregational 
culture profiles, from which items for the Church Culture Survey were generated. In 
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addition to the cultural value dimensions, the following components further contributed 
to the construction of the congregational culture profiles: definitions of the four cultural 
value dimensions (see Appendix A), a short list of cultural characteristics based on 
Hofstede’s work (see Appendix B), and the classification of five congregational 
expressions (congregational attitudes and behavior, theology, pastoral role, decision 
making, and communication patterns). The said foundational compilations of cultural 
background materials provided the building blocks from which I extrapolated 
congregational cultural characteristics. 
Collectivist Congregations 
All congregations by nature exemplify in-groups and share certain characteristics 
of collectivist cultures; nevertheless, every congregation varies to the extent in which 
collectivist or individualist tendencies are detectable. Based on my extrapolation of 
Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, congregations that rate low on the individualistic index 
demonstrate the following value elements. 
Attitudes and behavior. Congregants think in terms of “we” instead of “I.” 
Commitment and loyalty to the congregation and its functions take priority. The payoff is 
a sense of belonging. One can expect that corporate events are well attended and 
appreciated, not because they necessarily meet a personal need, but because participation 
is the responsibility of members. The lives of individuals and nuclear families are more 
freely shared but are also more readily invaded by members of the in-group. Personal 
space and boundaries are easily ignored. Congregants will more openly disclose personal 
joys and ask for support in times of personal pain and grief. Because relationships are 
more important than achievements, harmony must be maintained at all costs. 
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Confrontation is avoided. Because relationships and loyalty within the in-group present 
the main characteristic of collectivist congregations, an outward focus does not come 
naturally; instead, a “fortress mentality” is more evident. Moral failure or deviant 
behavior reflects on the whole group and is to be avoided. The image of the in-group is to 
be maintained at all cost.  
Theology. Corporate worship and corporate prayer receive emphasis in the 
ministries of the congregation. Religious experiences and spiritual gifts are shared 
communally. The edification of the body may be a theme familiar to congregants. 
Personal commitment to God finds expression in commitment to the in-group. 
Conversation about “Jesus and us” may supersede emphasis on “Jesus and me.”  
Pastoral role. The pastor is expected to be involved in the parishioner’s life. He 
or she is seen as a family member who fills the role of a parental leader. Working for the 
well-being and preservation of the in-group comprises the congregation’s expectation on 
the pastor. Pastors may be expected to work for group consensus and for maintaining the 
peace. Images of pastor as shepherd and pastoral caregiver are common.  
Decision making. Collective interests are more important than individual 
interests; therefore, what is best for the in-group determines the direction for the 
congregation. Decisions take the collective interests of the congregation into account and 
seek to maintain relationships, peace, and harmony. Consensus represents an important 
value.  
Communication patterns. Collectivist cultures emphasize context rather than 
content. For instance, in communication, persons within a collectivist culture pay more 
attention to how something is said (tone of voice, gestures) than to what is said. Preachers 
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may be evaluated more on the basis of stylistic ability than for content. Furthermore, 
collectivist congregations are characterized by high-context communication, which 
means little has to be said or written because most of the information, policies, and values 
are self-evident to those who are part of the in-group. Someone who comes from the 
outside may need more time to acclimatize because few provisions are made to provide a 
bridge for outsiders to enter the in-group. 
Individualist Congregations 
Based on my extrapolation of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, congregations that 
rate high on the individualistic index demonstrate the following value elements. 
Attitudes and behavior. More individualistic congregations tend to have a 
weaker sense of the corporate nature of the local church and think in terms of “I” rather 
than “we.” A sense of belonging may not be among the top priorities of felt needs for 
congregants; instead, the criteria on which the congregation is evaluated is well the 
church and its programs meet the individual’s needs and the needs of the individual’s 
family. Participation in the life and function of the congregation is contingent on the 
personal satisfaction of the member and the response to the question, “Does my 
involvement meet my need?” The motto for participating in an individualistic 
congregational life is, “What works best for me.” Personal boundaries are not as easily 
crossed, and participation in each others’ fears and hopes is not as readily forthcoming as 
congregants maintain their sphere of privacy. Because relationships tend not to be as tight 
knit, and programming is geared more to addressing personal needs, people from outside 
find joining easier. Attachment among members to the in-group is not as pronounced and 
the divide between outside and inside the church is relatively small. Instead of a fortress 
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mentality, individualistic congregations are part of the greater society. Moral failures or 
deviant behavior does not have the same effect as it would in a collectivist group because 
behavior is private and individuals are largely responsible for their own actions. 
Theology. Personal worship and prayer receive greater emphasis than corporate 
religious expression. Jesus as “my” personal friend or Savior may encapsulate the 
prominent spiritual reality. Spiritual goals are individualistic, such as personal holiness, 
personal sacrifice, and personal works of righteousness.  
Pastoral role. The pastor is hired on the basis of expertise and ability to further 
the commission of the local church. The job description for the pastor may not emphasize 
relational ministry as much as task-oriented emphases. Providing vision and direction 
may be accentuated, whereas pastoral care may be less important.  
Decision making. Task achievement is more important than achieving group 
consensus. Decisions are made based on pragmatic reasoning, and rules are maintained 
for the purpose of getting the job done. Among decisions made for the corporate body, 
freedom for the individual necessitates consideration. 
Communication patterns. For individualist congregations, content is more 
important than context. Individualist congregations are also characterized by low-context 
communication, which means information is vested in the explicit code and messages are 
communicated overtly. Someone who comes from the outside moves more rapidly 
toward acclimatization because communication among members is less ambiguous than 
in collectivist cultures.  
Low-Power Distance Congregations 
Each congregation is unique in its function of sharing and distributing power. Not 
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all pastors may be in a position of power; however, by nature of their calling and 
position, pastors occupy a place of authority. According to where a given congregation 
falls on the scale between low-power and high-power distance, a pastor will be better 
able to discern the congregation’s expectations and functioning. Based on my 
extrapolation of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, congregations rating low on the power 
distance index demonstrate the following value elements. 
Attitudes and behavior. Inequality among members represents a danger that 
needs abolishing. Status, privileges, and preferential treatment find little adherence. 
Though the reality of more and less powerful people still exists, interdependence and 
congeniality among them is the acceptable norm. Interaction between poor and rich, 
young and old, and minorities and majorities typifies congregational life. Informality and 
freedom of interaction prove to be natural ways of relating. Regardless of age, race, or 
gender differences, members view each other as equals. Acceptance and tolerance occupy 
attitudes and characterize behavior.  
Theology. God is perceived more readily as friend or companion and is easily 
approached. The imminence of God finds greater emphasis over his transcendence and 
the love of God over the fear of God. Spaces, such as the church auditorium occupy 
pragmatic utility instead of being viewed as holy sanctuaries. Congregants are 
encouraged to initiate kingdom activity because God is presented as less directive or 
deterministic. Followers of Christ are empowered to do the work of God. The giftedness 
and priesthood of all believers finds expression in low-power distance congregations. 
Pastoral role. Division among clergy and laity is small or insignificant. The ideal 
pastor is resourceful, empowers others, and encourages grassroots initiatives. He or she 
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readily consults the laity and encourages co-creation and ministry sharing. Power is 
freely shared and the pastor functions as a fellow pilgrim. Dependence on pastoral 
leadership is less pronounced. 
Decision making. Decentralization is popular; thus, power and freedom to create 
is placed in the hands of the laity. Decisions are not necessarily top-down but informed 
by those who have valid contributions to make. Hierarchy in the congregation may exist 
but only because it proves convenient. The way to bring about change in the system is by 
changing the rules. 
Communication patterns. Members and friends within a low-power distance 
congregation move quickly from the use of titles and last names to a first-name basis. 
Language reflects an emphasis on equality and freedom to voice opinions. Pastors and 
teachers are expected to communicate theological truths; however, laypersons also are 
invited to interpret Scripture and share spiritual truths. Information is inclusively shared 
and readily accessible to all congregants.  
High-Power Distance Congregations 
Based on my extrapolation of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, congregations with 
high-power distance cultures represent characteristics according to the following value 
elements. 
Attitudes and behavior. Inequality among members is both expected and 
preferred. Status, privileges, and preferential treatment comprise normative standards. 
Interaction between poor and rich, young and old, minorities and majorities is not as free 
in congregational life. Interaction between people in position of power and those not in 
power is characterized by respect, obedience, and dependence. Lines between age, race, 
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or gender differences are not as easily crossed. A cautious distance and respectfulness 
occupy attitudes and characterize behavior of those with less status. Direction from 
superiors is expected and is seldom questioned. Dependence on leaders for progress and 
preservation embody congregational attitudes. Maintaining control for leadership is 
important. 
Theology. God is perceived as holy and less approachable. The transcendence of 
God finds greater emphasis over his immanence and the fear of God over the love of 
God. God is to be revered and obeyed, and his representatives are also to be honored and 
respected. Initiative among congregants is less readily encouraged. Sacred spaces, such as 
the sanctuary, are treated with special honor. Dependence on leaders to speak God’s truth 
and share insights is normative.  
Pastoral role. Division between clergy and laity can be significant, depending on 
who holds the power. In some churches, a certain family, board member, or small group 
may occupy the seat of influence. In such cases, the pastor’s role may be closer to that of 
a subordinate. In high-power distance congregations, power is often based on family or 
friends, charisma, or position. If the pastor holds the position of power, he or she is 
expected to take the initiative. The pastor is also esteemed as good and right, not 
necessarily because he or she is, but because of the held position. The position also 
embodies the focus of dependant relationship. The ideal pastor in such situations is both 
benevolent and directive. The position is valued and honored. 
Decision making. Centralization is popular; thus, power is shared sparingly. 
Decisions are mostly top-down, and contributions from those outside of the power group 
are unwelcome. Hierarchy reflects the existential inequality between higher-ups and 
Dietrich 59 
 
lower-downs. The way to bring about change in the system is by changing (or 
exchanging) the people at the top.  
Communication patterns. The proper use of titles and last names remains 
important. Language reflects an emphasis on respect and correctness. Pastors and 
teachers are expected to communicate personal wisdom and insights by laity do not carry 
the same weight. Information is exclusively shared among those  within the power group 
and is less readily available and accessible to congregants.  
Weak Uncertainty Avoidance Congregations 
All congregational cultures live and function with a certain amount of uncertainty. 
The message of the gospel, though offering hope, peace, and a secure future, lives in 
tension with the eschatological “already but not yet.” Even though the Bible provides all 
the Christian requires for life and salvation, unanswered questions, theological 
disagreement, and diversely defined gray areas present a certain ambiguity within the 
kingdom. Uncertainty avoidance represents a category that measures the extent to which 
members of a congregation feel uncomfortable or anxious by uncertain or unknown 
situations. 
Based on my extrapolation of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, congregations with 
weak uncertainty avoidance cultures demonstrate the following value elements. 
Attitudes and behavior. Uncertainty is a normal feature of life within church and 
family. The atmosphere within a weak uncertainty avoidance congregation is one of low 
stress and a general feeling of well-being. Structure, rules, and regulations are few and 
relaxed. If rules do not work, they need to be changed. Unusual behavior is not 
necessarily a threat. Norms as to dress, hair style, and speech are loose, and rules are only 
Dietrich 60 
 
enforced so as to maintain a minimum amount of structure. Improvisation in worship and 
ministry approach is acceptable. Outward aggression is seldom displayed and emotions 
are generally restrained. Tolerance, moderation, and freedom are the dominant themes 
noticeable in behavior and attitudes. Attitudes toward young people remain positive. 
Children and members are encouraged to be innovative and congregants more readily 
embrace change: “What is different is interesting.” 
Theology. God is viewed as tolerant and that which is unknown about God 
presents little discomfort. The spiritual journey is one of discovery rather than clearly 
defined. Taboos are few, and interpretation of Scripture and morality is less clearly 
defined. Truth potentially can be interpreted in more than just one way. Relativistic 
tendencies in theology may be apparent. A stance on absolute truth may be less 
pronounced. Doubt is not condemned but part of the growing process. Embracing new 
ideas and challenges comprises clearing few obstacles.  
Pastoral role. Pastors are allowed to say, “I don’t know,” and should not be too 
dogmatic. Definitive answers or precise sermonic applications are not always necessary 
because members of a weak uncertainty avoidance congregation are comfortable with 
open-ended learning situations. Small group ministries should find an easy reception as 
stimulating discussions and hearing others’ viewpoints is valued. New ideas proposed by 
the pastor are met with interest or at least given the benefit of the doubt. Instead of 
defining black and white areas of theology and conduct, pastors are expected to promote 
self-discovery.  
Decision making. New ideas are met with curiosity. The suggestion of a single 
approach to a resolution or the accomplishing of a goal remains foreign. Weak 
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uncertainty avoidance congregations emphasize creativity versus correctness and 
tolerance versus dogmatism. Relationships with opponents or people with different 
opinions are relatively easily maintained. An absence of tight rules and policies can make 
decision-making processes more cumbersome as directives, values, and norms are not as 
clearly defined.  
Communication patterns. Suggestions of only one correct answer or a dogmatic 
approach to a problem is bypassed in favor of allowing for a variety of options in 
discussion. Plain language is preferred to cryptic academic language; thus, pastors are 
more likely to find a hearing with a conversational style of preaching. Respect for others, 
tolerance, and an absence of criticism are noticeable in conversations. Much as rules and 
structure are loose, so also is speech. Words are not weighed as carefully, little is written 
down, and room is made for interpretation. 
Strong Uncertainty Avoidance Congregations 
Based on my extrapolation of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, congregations with 
strong uncertainty avoidance cultures represent characteristics according to the following 
value elements. 
Attitudes and behavior. Uncertainty within the life of church and family 
presents cause for anxiety. Uncertainty provokes resistance and discomfort. The 
atmosphere within a strong uncertainty avoidance congregation encompasses high stress 
and a sense of anxiety, especially when change is introduced or events transpire that 
cannot be controlled. Numerous rules and precise regulations meet an emotional need and 
constitute the means by which ambiguous situations are met. If anxiety and ambiguity 
increase, more detailed rules and structures are implemented. Deviant or unusual 
Dietrich 62 
 
behavior is met with little tolerance. Normative behavior is carefully agreed upon and 
rules are strictly followed. Security, formality and adhering to traditional precedents are 
themes noticeable in strong uncertainty avoidance congregations. Aggression and 
emotions may be expressed at appropriate and planned times. Young people often 
introduce unfamiliar and innovative ideas and thus are met with skepticism or caution. 
Less freedom is offered to children and congregants in general and exploration of new 
ideas is discouraged. New and different things are dangerous. Control prevails as a 
pronounced value. 
Theology. Strong uncertainty avoidance congregations perceive God and his 
working in more narrow terms. Efforts are made to define God and faith as precisely as 
possible. Distinctions between good and evil are sharp. Ideas that differ from certain 
norms or from what is defined as “truth” are dangerous. Doctrines and systematic 
theology present prominent teaching themes. Commandments and biblical norms are 
stressed as they combat a sense of ambiguity. Tensions in the biblical record or in 
theology embody threats to the truth and are, therefore, explained away, ignored, or 
contested with an apologetic approach. Gray areas are small, and taboos are abundant and 
well-defined. Truth is narrow and often exclusively owned by strong uncertainty 
avoidance congregations. Challenging the truth provokes refutation and proves 
unwelcome. Strong uncertainty avoidance congregations are less prone to embrace new 
trends or movements.   
Pastoral role. Pastors are expected to have the answers and means by which to 
lower the anxiety in ambiguous situations. Dogmatism embodies strength and a sure 
footing. Pastors who lead strong uncertainty avoidance congregations into unfamiliar 
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risks provoke potential criticism. Sunday morning audiences or classes prefer structured 
learning situations and are concerned with right answers. Precision, punctuality, and 
busyness are appreciated in pastors. Suppression of new ideas and resistance to 
innovation are expected. Church discipline is a priority, and if rules are disregarded the 
guilty are called to repentance. Instead of promoting self-discovery, pastors are expected 
to define theology and practice in terms of black and white.  
Decision making. New ideas are met with caution. Solid structures and precise 
rules allow strong uncertainty avoidance congregations to manage their affairs efficiently. 
In contrast to weak uncertainty avoidance congregations, leaders find themselves in 
situations with clear objectives, narrow assignments, and strict timetables by which to 
operate. Opponents of the status quo are generally ostracized as they present a threat to 
security. Uniformity is stressed over diversity.  
Communication patterns. Personal opinions and vigorous discussions offering 
variant views present potential risks; therefore, open debate may be limited. Conflict is 
perceived negatively and avoided by implementing clear procedures and instructions. 
Expectations and ideas are communicated in clear and predictable ways for the purpose 
of avoiding ambiguity and uncertainty. Room for interpretation is limited, and vigilance 
requires that truth is not compromised by indistinctness or foreign teaching methodology. 
Feminine Congregations 
All congregations evidence a blend of feminine and masculine values that inform 
the functioning of its organization. Congregations tend to occupy either more feminine or 
masculine dimensions based on inherent values and practices, at times in spite of the 
gender distribution of the pastoral staff or governing board. Although one might expect a 
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relationship between the masculinity or femininity of a culture and the distribution of 
leadership positions over men and women, in certain situations women in leadership 
positions may hold more masculine values than men. Conversely, a congregation with an 
entire male leadership conceivably could exhibit strong feminine values. Based on my 
extrapolation of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, congregations characteristically more 
feminine embody the following value elements. 
Attitudes and behavior. Members of feminine congregational cultures personify 
warmth, acceptance, and amiability. Programs and structures pursue the goal of 
strengthening and valuing relationships. Both men and women exhibit modesty, 
tenderness, and friendliness. Gender distinctions remain minimized, which means both 
men and women may engage in the same kinds of ministries, as positions of 
responsibility exist for both men and women. Visitors are welcome, and those with needs 
readily find support. Mercy ministries, support groups, small groups, children’s ministry, 
and international aid occupy important emphases in church programming and budgeting. 
Direct confrontation takes place infrequently, whereas compromise and tolerance prevail 
as distinct values. People who are part of a feminine congregation often are happy with 
staying small in numbers because “small and slow are beautiful.” Members and staff are 
encouraged to “work in order to live” instead of “live in order to work.” 
Theology. Feminine congregations accentuate the tender and caring 
characteristics of God. God’s feminine attributes include responsiveness, gentleness, 
receptivity, and nurturing. God’s grace and mercy comprise the thematic emphasis for 
sermons, teaching, and discussions. God ought to be experienced relationally more than 
understood cognitively. Stress on a personal relationship with Jesus Christ and the 
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nurturance of this relationship occupy a prominent value. Forgiveness is readily 
available, and failures constitute minor mishaps instead of major disasters. The church 
may be understood in terms of a welfare society more than a corrective society.   
Pastoral role. The pastor in feminine congregations functions as an example of 
Christlike care and servanthood. Pastors are expected to practice modesty and relate to 
congregants personably. Empathy, nurturance, and friendliness prompts appreciation and 
a permissive leadership style engenders support. Performance, excellence, and 
achievement are lower values in feminine congregations. Average work constitutes 
normative expectation. Compromise and negotiation present the preferred way in which 
to introduce change. Equality, solidarity, and quality of the Christian life comprise 
dominant themes for pastoral ministry. The pastor is expected to be restrained, 
empathetic, and intuitive rather than decisive. 
Decision making. Leaders within feminine congregations endeavor to build 
consensus and strive for inclusiveness. Before decisions come into effect, the 
consequences for the powerless and marginalized necessitate consideration. Conflict is 
avoided; instead, compromise presents a viable way in which to resolve disagreement. 
Preservation of relationships and a general sense of amiability represent core 
considerations in decision making. Achievement and goal orientation occupy lesser 
values in leadership and decision making within feminine congregations. Discussing 
problems in order to find common solutions present the rationale for calling a meeting. 
Decisions are formed on the basis of discerning the merits and circumstances of each 
individual situation. 
Communication patterns. Social skills comprise great value both in informal 
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and formal communication. Interaction without pursuing a stated goal typifies foyer 
conversation before or after the worship service. Pursuing social contacts for the sake of 
relationship proves adequate. Friendliness, consensus, equality, and graciousness present 
evident themes in human interactions within feminine congregations. 
Masculine Congregations 
Based on my extrapolation of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, congregations 
characteristically more masculine in nature display the following value elements. 
Attitudes and behavior. Dominant values in masculine congregations constitute 
progress, measurable achievements, ambition, and assertiveness. Within masculine 
congregations, role distinction between male and females generally occupies a greater 
importance. Fewer men may teach young children or staff the nursery and fewer women 
may occupy leadership positions. Women act tender, look after relational ministries, and 
deal with emotions. Men make important decisions, hold greater responsibility, and deal 
with facts; however, some congregations may have a majority of women in leadership 
roles but still function as a more masculine culture. Again, gender distribution may not 
always contribute to a decisive distinction between masculine and feminine cultures 
because women in some cultures may hold more masculine values than men do. 
Masculine congregations tend to emphasize sympathy for the strong rather than 
for the weak, and they make provision for confrontation but discourage emotionalism. 
People who are drawn to masculine cultures often look for progressive and growing 
churches because “big and fast are beautiful.” Members and staff are encouraged to “live 
in order to work” rather than “work in order to live.”  
Theology. Masculine congregations stress the masculine attributes of God, such 
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as administration and initiative. God is perceived as holy and just. Emphases in sermon 
themes may include a call to repentance and more of the cognitive aspects of the gospel. 
God exists to be understood more than to be experienced. In teaching situations, doctrine 
and orthodoxy present dominant subjects. Sin and failure are much greater problems than 
in feminine cultures. The church is understood in terms a corrective society more than a 
welfare society.  
Pastoral role. The pastor in a masculine congregation functions more as a lone 
decision maker who moves the organization ahead. Pastors who are assertive, decisive, 
ambitious, just, and goal oriented represent leadership qualities that resonate with the 
masculine culture. Church boards in masculine congregations may also display similar 
qualities. Pastors in masculine congregations may undergo more rigorous annual 
performance reviews than pastors in feminine congregations do. Pastoral work that 
demonstrates excellence and reveals high standards elicits the congregation’s approval. 
Mediocrity constitutes a setback. 
Decision making. Leaders within masculine congregations emphasize goals and 
achievement. Decisions pursue objectives that fall in line with propelling the organization 
and its goals forward. Resolutions to conflicting ideas incorporate a show of strength and 
intellectual prowess. Meetings present opportunities for participants to assert themselves 
and show the importance of their contribution. Meetings in general fulfill the function of 
fact-finding rather than for a congenial group discussion. Decisions are formed on the 
basis of logic and well thought-out policies. 
Communication patterns. Interaction among members is factual and to the 
point. Messages both from the pulpit and in the foyer are preferred to be direct and 
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unmasked. Growing relationships do not necessarily occupy a prominent goal in 
masculine cultures but present a by-product of interaction. Interaction and 
communication encompass specific objectives. Conflicts necessitate resolution; thus, 
problems get generally more readily addressed in masculine congregations.  
Item Generation 
The cultural profiles of congregations as introduced in the previous section of this 
chapter present a provisional extrapolation from Hofstede’s cultural value dimensions 
and, hence, comprise a way to move toward the creation of this study’s instrument. The 
exploration of Hofstede’s four cultural value dimensions (individualism/collectivism, 
power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and masculinity/femininity) and the extension of 
the said dimensions into the subcategories for congregations (congregational 
expressions), provided the foundation for the construction of the Church Culture Survey. 
The item development for the CCS involved an extrapolation of Hofstede’s work 
on comparing values, behaviors, and institutions across more than fifty nations, recorded 
in his seminal volume Culture’s Consequences. Hofstede, whose “work has become the 
standard against which new work on cultural differences is validated” (Triandis 89), 
initially identified four cultural value dimensions: individualism and collectivism, power 
distance dimensions, uncertainty avoidance dimensions, masculinity and femininity 
dimensions. Numerous researchers (e.g., Hall and Hall; Gudykunst; Trompenaars; 
Bochner and Hesketh; Ting-Toomey; DeVito; Triandis) utilize and endorse Hofstede’s 
value dimensions as significant cultural measurements. 
The four cultural value dimensions (individualism/collectivism, power distance, 
uncertainty avoidance, masculinity/femininity) provided a theoretical structure for 
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extrapolating the said dimensions into a congregational context from whence items for 
the CCS were generated. The initial phase of scale development involved the 
specification of congregational expressions. Congregational attitudes and behavior, 
theology, pastoral role, decision making, and communication patterns presented a 
fivefold categorization that served as a framework to guide in the generation of items for 
the four cultural value dimensions (see Table 3.1). Because Hofstede’s study centered on 
exploring values, beliefs, and behaviors in contexts of hierarchical employer-employee 
relationships, in which role expectations, communication styles, decision making, and 
underlying attitudes were explored, the five congregational expressions for the CCS 
found a natural alliance. The five expressions find association as recurring themes in 
Hofstede’s work, as illustrated in his Values Survey (494-97), as well as the IBM 
Attitude Survey (467-74). Although Hofstede’s work does not probe for matters of 
theology, he does explore beliefs and values. Hofstede furthermore investigates role 
relationships between superiors and subordinates, decision making, and “communication 
climate” (313, 399, 404), all of which find thematic alliance with the five congregational 
expressions chosen for my study. In addition, through discussions with other pastors and 
input from my faculty mentor as well as from a psychologist/researcher/church 
consultant, the five congregational expressions (congregational attitudes and behavior, 
theology, pastoral role, decision making, and communication patterns) were confirmed as 
valuable classifications by which to probe for congregational cultural distinctives. 
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Table 3.1. Cultural Dimensions and Congregational Expressions  
Collectivist Congregations Individualist Congregations 
1. Congregational Attitudes and Behavior 
2. Theology 
3. Pastoral Role 
4. Decision Making 
5. Communication Patterns 
 
High Power Distance 
Congregations 
Low Power Distance 
Congregations 
1. Congregational Attitudes and Behavior 
2. Theology 
3. Pastoral Role 
4. Decision Making 
5. Communication Patterns 
 
Strong Uncertainty Avoidance 
Congregations 
Weak Uncertainty Avoidance 
Congregations 
1. Congregational Attitudes and Behavior 
2. Theology 
3. Pastoral Role 
4. Decision Making 
5. Communication Patterns 
 
Masculine Congregations Feminine Congregations 
1. Congregational Attitudes and Behavior 
2. Theology 
3. Pastoral Role 
4. Decision Making 
5. Communication Patterns 
 
 
 
Overall item generation for the CCS was informed by five principal sources (see 
Figure 3.1). The first source represented broad descriptions of Hofstede’s four cultural 
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value dimensions: individualism and collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance, 
masculinity and femininity. In addition, succinct definitions of the dimensions (see 
Appendix A), a compilation of a short list of cultural characteristics (see Appendix B), 
the conception of five congregational expressions (see Table 3.1), as well as the 
construction of congregational culture profiles were associated to assemble CCS items.  
 
 
Figure 3.1. Principal sources informing item generation. 
 
 
Twenty bipolar statements were designed, one for each congregational expression 
(congregational attitudes and behavior, theology, pastoral role, decision making, and 
communication patterns). A psychologist/researcher/church consultant with expertise in 
survey construction and congregational dynamics was consulted in the process of concept 
development and item wording. Choosing only twenty items pursued the goal of creating 
a user-friendly and convenient survey format, thus anticipating more favorable response 
Definitions of 
Cultural Value 
Dimensions 
Descriptions of 
Four Value 
Dimensions 
Conception of Five 
Congregational 
Expressions 
Congregational 
Culture  
Profiles 
Short list of 
Cultural 
Characteristics 
40-Item 
Church Culture 
Survey 
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rates. After further reflection, however, and input from my faculty mentor and 
statistician, I expanded the CCS to include twenty more items, ten per cultural dimension, 
for a total of forty (see Table 3.2). With forty items, the CCS presented two items per 
congregational expression instead of only one. The need to pilot forty items found 
grounds in the need to have some room to drop poorly correlated items before moving to 
the construction of a shorter posttest version of the CCS. Generating forty items and 
consequently, ten items per cultural dimension assured a greater likelihood that the 
cultural dimension subscales would retain a satisfactory amount of items for the final 
posttest version.  
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Table 3.2. Cultural Dimensions, Congregational Expressions, and Corresponding 
Qs for the 40-Item CCS  
 
Cultural 
dimension 
Congregational 
expression 
Corresponding 
CCS items (Qs) 
Attitudes and behavior 1 and 6 
Theology 2 and 7 
Pastoral role 3 and 8 
Decision making 4 and 9 
Individualism 
& 
collectivism 
Communication patterns 5 and 10 
Attitudes and behavior 11 and 16 
Theology 12 and 17 
Pastoral role 13 and 18 
Decision making 14 and 19 
Power 
distance 
Communication patterns 15 and 20 
Attitudes and behavior 21 and 26 
Theology 22 and 27 
Pastoral role 23 and 28 
Decision making 24 and 29 
Uncertainty 
avoidance 
Communication patterns 25 and 30 
Attitudes and behavior 31 and 36 
Theology 32 and 37 
Pastoral role 33 and 38 
Decision making 34 and 39 
Masculinity 
& 
femininity 
Communication patterns 35 and 40 
 
 
 
Instrumentation 
The data set of the CCS pilot study consisted of forty bipolar statements on a 
semantic differential. The first researchers known to apply the use of semantic 
differentials to the study of meaning were Charles E. Osgood, George J. Suci, and Percy 
H. Tannenbaum. They describe “the semantic differential … [as] essentially a 
combination of controlled association and scaling procedures” (20).  
Jackson W. Carroll and David A. Roozen from the Hartford Institute for Religious 
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Research employed a semantic differential format in their study on developing a typology 
of congregational identities. Similar to my approach to measuring congregational culture, 
Carroll and Roozen’s study utilized bipolar statements asking respondents to indicate 
“where they believed their congregation fell on a seven point continuum between each 
pair” (352). In like manner, the CCS asked respondents to view themselves as part of a 
larger collectivity, thus describing not their own cultural preferences but rather the 
cultural distinctives of their congregations. The perception poling of respondents’ cultural 
observations presented a unique feature of the CCS and was introduced by way of asking 
respondents to view themselves as cultural anthropologists who are reporting their 
findings (see Appendix D).  
The item design of the CCS sought to avoid asking respondents to choose 
between “right or wrong” but encouraged respondents to choose between two antithetical 
but equitable and unbiased culture poles. Typically, the semantic differential employs a 
list of adjective pairs, one negative and the other positive, for example honest/dishonest 
or friendly/hostile (DeVellis 80-81). The goal of the CCS, however, consisted in 
uncovering cultural trends, not making value judgments about one culture being superior 
to another. Thus, the CCS utilized statements pointing to a congregation’s values, norms, 
language, and rituals embedded in unbiased language. 
Respondents were instructed to circle any one integer from one (1) to five (5) for 
each bipolar statement pair (A versus B). Those who had no opinion or were neutral 
about a concept were instructed to mark the number three (3) in the center, labeled 
“neutral.” The number 1 on the left coincided with “Mostly A.” The number 2 
corresponded with “More like A.” The number 5 on the right corresponded with “Mostly 
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B,” and the number 4 corresponded with “More like B.” Figure 3.2 depicts a typical CCS 
format. Respondents were instructed to choose the statement that best characterizes their 
congregation. 
 
 
 For each pair of statements (A and B), please indicate which one more closely describes 
your congregation, by circling any one of the five numbers in the middle column. 
 
  Circling  1 says statement A best describes your church 
  Circling  5 says statement B best describes your church  
  Circling  2 says A somewhat better describes your church than B 
  Circling  4 says B somewhat better describes your church than A 
  Circling  3 says I am unsure or neutral.  
  Please avoid circling 3 as much as you can. 
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary and your answers will be kept strictly 
confidential. The entire questionnaire should take no longer than 15 minutes to complete. 
         
  
 
A 
M
ostly  A
 
M
ore like  A
 
N
eutral 
M
ore like  B
 
M
ostly  B
 
 
 
 
B 
 
1 
we practice our 
spirituality personally 
   
   1       2       3      4      5 
 
we practice our 
spirituality 
corporately 
 
Figure 3.2. Church culture survey excerpt. 
 
 
A one to five-point semantic differential continuum was utilized to assure 
adequate response options without requiring overly ponderous choices. A one to five-
point continuum maintained the goal of uncovering cultural tendencies by offering either 
an extreme or a moderate leaning, while retaining a user-friendly response format. 
 Each of the bipolar statement sets (A versus B) measured one of the four cultural 
dimensions (individualism/collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and 
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masculinity/femininity). Robert F. DeVellis explains that the semantic differential can be 
a “highly compatible response format … [because] sets of items can be written to tap the 
same underlying variable” (81). Each set of ten items for the CCS were constructed to 
correlate with one of the four underlying variables or cultural dimensions (see Table 3.2).  
Population  
The subjects for the pilot study were drawn from three separate congregations in 
Kelowna, British Columbia, Canada: St. David’s Presbyterian, Evangel Tabernacle, and 
The Bridge Community Church. The choice of congregation took into account the 
cultural uniqueness and diversity among each. St. David’s represents a small, and more 
formal, mainline congregation; Evangel represents a larger traditional Pentecostal 
congregation; and, the Bridge represents a uniquely nontraditional congregation that has 
intentionally moved away from a program orientation to a relational orientation in its 
ministry approach.   
St. David’s Presbyterian 
St. David’s Presbyterian was established in 1957. The current pastor of ten years 
is strongly evangelical and has attracted mostly conservative, Bible-believing 
congregants, though a remnant of theologically liberally minded members remain. The 
middle to upper-class congregation consists of some younger families, but a majority of 
retirees makes up the demographic landscape. Most members of St. David’s have attained 
higher education (college/university degrees), and the majority of members occupies or 
has occupied professional careers. The congregation has been described as generous, 
especially in terms of giving to projects of compassion. The church facilities are 
relatively new and are located in an area of rapid growth and new development.  
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The CCS administration occupied a census population, as all worshipers at St. 
David’s Presbyterian received a copy of the CCS during a 10:00 a.m. worship service. 
The congregation averages 120 attendees on a given Sunday. During the worship service 
in which the CCS was administered, eighty-six surveys were returned with twelve 
spoiled, due to incompleteness. 
Evangel Tabernacle  
Evangel Tabernacle is a larger congregation affiliated with the Pentecostal 
Assemblies of Canada. The membership is comprised of 60-70 percent retirees, many of 
whom moved to Kelowna from the prairies and midwestern regions of Canada. The 
worshippers attending Evangel are described as conservative middle class. Established 
seventy-seven years ago, Evangel still holds a place of influence in the city, but not to the 
extent it once enjoyed. Sunday attendance has declined in recent year to about one 
thousand worshippers whose theology and practice reflect mainline Pentecostal affinity 
with mild charismatic leanings. The church is located close to a college campus and 
surrounded by an established neighborhood. The facilities are sizable and function as host 
to a Christian elementary school and day care. The pastoral staff is comprised of sixteen 
members with additional support staff. The senior pastor of two years has brought new 
vision to a congregation that has grappled with direction and identity.  
 The CCS was administered at Evangel on a Wednesday evening during a 
midweek elective program. Two separate clusters of subjects were made available for the 
study. The “Midweek Chapel” comprised a group of approximately sixty seniors in the 
age group of 55 and older. The class “Family Times” comprised a group of 
approximately forty people in the age group of 29-54. The rationale for choosing the 
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subjects represented at the “Midweek Chapel” and “Family Times” consisted in 
recognizing these as the two largest classes. Furthermore, both groups provided a balance 
of cluster sampling between diversity of ages and backgrounds. A total of sixty-six 
surveys were returned with eight spoiled, due to incompleteness. 
The Bridge  
The Bridge Community Church, comprised largely of members new to the 
congregation, encompassed the third congregation chosen for the pilot study. The Bridge 
is a church replant that has grown from thirty worshippers to one hundred in the past two 
years. Established forty years ago, the once flourishing congregation dwindled in 
numbers until the new pastor assumed leadership in September 2004. Moving into a new 
facility and structuring the ministry around a new vision and a new name has breathed 
fresh life into the Apostolic Church of Pentecost congregation (ACOP). Today the Bridge 
is comprised of a diverse gathering of mid -to lower socioeconomic congregants whose 
theology and worship expression is moderately charismatic. A church that seeks to “build 
bridges between the culture of the church and the culture of the mainstream” (Gordon), 
the Bridge is made up of  20 percent adults 50 and older, 40 percent in the 30-50 age 
range, and 40 percent young adults and children.  Described as a “relational family” 
(Gordon), the Bridge puts its vision into practice by providing social programming (soup 
kitchen, recovery groups), education, and volunteer labor. The interest the pastor showed 
in the Church Culture Survey was due, in part, to a desire to explore the extent in which 
the congregation has shifted in its culture from historical patterns and to embracing the 
new community-centered vision.    
The Church Culture Survey was administered after a Sunday morning worship 
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service during a coffee fellowship time. Approximately fifty people were present. Thirty 
surveys were returned with five spoiled, due to incompleteness. 
 A total of 157 responses (N=157) for the pilot study were considered for analysis. 
Altogether twenty-five spoiled surveys were discarded due to incomplete responses or a 
failure to follow instructions. Among the spoiled surveys were those by respondents who 
circled more than one choice per item, and those who missed entire sections or failed to 
complete the survey. 
Data Collection 
The CCS served as the exclusive instrument for indicating cultural distinctives for 
three congregations surveyed as part of the pilot study (St. David’s Presbyterian, Evangel 
Tabernacle, and The Bridge Community Church). I met separately with the pastors from 
the three pilot congregations to explore survey administration. Prior to meeting, the CCS 
was e-mailed, including a cover letter (see Appendix C), so pastors could become 
familiar with the content and structure of the survey. The cover letter was made available 
in the event the CCS would be administered outside of a group setting and/or subjects 
would not be present during the reading of the instructions. Because the CCS pilot study 
was used as a group-administered questionnaire, the administrator of the CCS read a 
shorter letter of instruction (see Appendix D). The instruction letter stated the purpose of 
the study and provided basic information about completing the survey. The letter also 
reiterated the confidential nature of the survey and expressed my gratitude.  
By meeting with the pastors of the three congregations, I was able to ascertain 
population sizes and communicate a plan for administering the CCS. The plan for CCS 
administration at St. David’s Presbyterian entailed the pastor reading the instruction letter 
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during the Sunday morning worship service and asking congregants to complete the 
survey immediately following the giving of instructions. The completed surveys were to 
be gathered at the end of the service and stored in the pastor’s office. 
The plan for CCS administration at Evangel Tabernacle entailed me introducing 
the CCS in two separate classes (Midweek Chapel and Family Times), that meet on 
Wednesday evenings. Utilizing the letter of instructions, I personally offered the 
instructions and asked for volunteers to distribute the survey. After completion of the 
CCS I gathered all copies. Discussions of the specific times of administering of the CCS 
were held with the individual class leaders by phone. 
The plan for CCS administration at the Bridge Community Church entailed 
introducing the CCS during the worship service by the pastor. Again, the pastor read the 
letter of instruction but then asked worshippers to complete the survey during the coffee 
fellowship following the service. The pastor was in charge of collecting the CCS 
responses and storing them in his office until I could retrieve them.      
Upon confirmation of administration dates and population sizes, I prepared 
sufficient photocopies of the CCS for the three churches. In order to differentiate between 
pilot and posttest versions, I duplicated the CCS on different colored paper. 
On Sunday, 21 January 2007, the senior pastor of St. David’s Presbyterian Church 
administered the CCS at the beginning of the 10:00 a.m. worship service. Ushers passed 
out the survey, after which the pastor read aloud the instruction letter. At the end of the 
service, as worshippers were leaving the church auditorium, the surveys were handed 
back to ushers at the door. I collected the surveys from St. David’s church office on the 
following day. 
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 On 31 January 2007 the CCS was administered at Evangel Tabernacle during a 
midweek elective program. The two largest classes were chosen for the study, one 
comprised of retirees (Midweek Chapel) and one of younger to middle-aged couples 
(Family Times). I gave the verbal instructions in both classes (see Appendix D), and 
volunteers helped distribute the surveys. The subjects from the Family Times class 
completed the survey during a class break and then returned the surveys to the class 
leader before leaving. The subjects from the Midweek Chapel completed the survey at the 
very end of their class time. As a result of administering the survey at the conclusion of 
the session, while attendees were ready to leave, the number of completed returns from 
the Midweek Chapel respondents was lower than from the Family Time respondents. 
After the conclusion of both sessions, I collected all questionnaires. 
On Sunday 4 February, the CCS was administered at The Bridge Community 
Church during a coffee fellowship following the 10:00 a.m. worship service. During the 
service, the pastor announced the opportunity to be part of the CCS study and asked 
worshippers to stay behind for the subsequent coffee time. During the coffee fellowship, 
the pastor read the instruction letter aloud (see Appendix D) and distributed the survey 
with the help of volunteers. Several subjects left the fellowship time, taking surveys 
home with them, which accounted for a lower-than-expected return rate. The pastor 
gathered the remaining surveys and I collected them from the church office on the 
following day.  
After placing the surveys in three separate boxes, I conducted a final count and 
arrived at a total respondent number of 182. During the recording of the data I discovered 
several incomplete and improperly marked surveys, accounting for a total of twenty-five 
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spoiled responses. Utilizing a Microsoft Office Excel spreadsheet, I entered the raw data 
from the remaining 157 surveys. The spreadsheet listed all 157 respondents in order of 
their respective congregations on the far left column and the forty Q items across the top 
row. The values for each respondent’s answer were entered on the spreadsheet, an 
excerpt of which is given in Table 3.3. In an effort to reduce item-order effects, I 
counterbalanced certain Q items (items 2 and 7, 3 and 8, 5 and 10, 11 and 16, 14 and 19, 
22 and 27, 23 and 28, 25 and 30, 31 and 36, 34 and 39). These items required reverse 
scoring during data entry. For example, if the respondent answered item Q2 by circling 5, 
I entered 1. If the respondent answered item Q7 by circling 2, I entered 4. All items 
answered by circling 3 maintained the 3 value. Selected demographic data was also 
entered on the spreadsheet. 
Following raw data entry into an Excel spreadsheet, the data was sent to a 
statistician who imported the data into SPSS for further analysis. Analysis of the pilot 
data collection consisted of utilizing such statistical measures as Cronbach’s coefficient 
alpha, t-tests, averages/means, and Pearson product-moment coefficient (correlations).  
 
 
Table 3.3. Excerpt of Raw Data Entry 
 
St. 
David’s Age Q1 Q6 Q2 Q7 Q3 Q8 Q4 Q9 Q5 
Q 
10 
Q 
11 
Q 
16 
Q 
12 
Q 
17 
Resp.1 4 3 1 5 4 3 3 3 5 4 4 1 5 5 5 
Resp.2 4 2 1 4 1 5 2 3 4 4 5 4 4 1 5 
Resp.3 3 1 5 3 1 3 5 3 1 1 5 1 1 1 5 
Resp.4 4 4 4 4 1 5 5 5 2 3 4 4 2 4 5 
Resp.5 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 3 2 4 5 4 3 4 3 
Resp.6 7 2 5 4 1 5 5 4 2 4 4 5 4 4 4 
Resp.7 7 4 5 4 1 2 4 2 4 4 4 2 4 5 5 
Resp.8 4 2 5 4 3 4 4 3 3 5 5 3 3 1 3 
Resp.9 5 4 5 4 1 5 5 4 2 2 5 2 4 2 2 
Resp.10 5 4 4 4 2 5 5 4 3 4 4 2 2 1 4 
Shaded Q’s were reverse-scored. Column to the right of respondent #’s indicates age category of 
respondents. 
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Control Procedures 
 In addition to the forty items of the pilot study, questions to control for 
confounding variables were part of the CCS pilot and posttest, including information on 
gender, age, ethnic origin, educational background, occupation, congregational outlook, 
duration of congregational affiliation, frequency of attendance, church participation, and 
role occupied in ministry setting (see Appendix H). The extensive list of items used in the 
demographical section probed for a range of variables that may influence perception of 
culture by respondents. In addition, correlations between demographic differences and 
the way in which items of the CCS were answered may shed further light on the cultural 
distinctiveness of a congregation. 
Intervening Variables 
Statistical results from the data analysis were inspected on the basis of alpha 
values and correlation tables to determine if the variables affected posttest findings. In 
each case, while testing for significant influences, unchanged alpha values indicated no 
significant influences. No significant differences were observed with any variables 
gathered through demographic surveying, apart from age influencing the outcomes. 
When subject responses were stratified according to age, and those 21 and younger as 
well as those 75 and older were removed, the alpha value rose from .73 to .75.¹ 
The increase in alpha values with removal of very young and very old respondents may 
indicate seniors 75 and older found the complexity, wording, and survey instructions 
challenging. Conversely, young adults and youth may not have been able to capture the 
cultural distinctiveness of their congregation.  
______________________________ 
¹The decision to stratify by age was originally based on an inaccurate statistical result that yielded 
an alpha below .60 (see Chapter 5 for details).  
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Notably, the research of Hofstede’s study, on which the CCS research is based, 
focused on respondents in the workforce, comprised of adults between ages 20 and 59 
(290). 
Validity  
The forty items of the CCS were reviewed and refined by knowledgeable 
individuals, as well as in a group setting in order to establish validation of the CCS.  
Content Validity 
Validity of the CCS was established through face and content validity measures. 
Researchers have consistently distinguished between face and content validation:  
Content validity should not be confused with face validity. The 
latter is not validity in the technical sense; it refers, not to what the 
test actually measures, but to what it appears superficially to 
measure. Face validity pertains to whether the test “looks valid” to 
the examinees who take it, the administrative personnel who 
decide on its use, and other technically untrained observers. 
(Anastasi and Urbina 144) 
 
Content validation “is the process of establishing the representativeness of the items with 
respect to the domain … of whatever is being measured” (Wiersma 300). “Experts in a 
given performance domain generally judge content validity” (“Aces”). My faculty 
mentor, who is well versed in the field of congregational studies and survey design, 
strengthened content validity through reviewing each item and offering feedback 
throughout the process of survey design. Participation in the CCS design by a 
psychologist and church consultant with expertise in survey construction and 
congregational dynamics further added to the development of a valid instrument. My 
statistician, a university professor with expertise in the field of organizational culture and 
statistical analysis, also reviewed each item, offered his critique, and assisted in further 
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refining the CCS.  
The content validity of the CCS is further strengthened by the underlying 
theoretical construct on which it is based, that is, on well-documented and accepted 
culture dimensions by a substantial body of literature (Hofstede; Triandis). The 
encompassed Hofstede’s four cultural value dimensions “represent a well-validated 
operationalization of differences between cultures as manifested in dominant value 
systems” (Hofstede and McCrae 52), thus the CCS maintains theoretical relevance. 
Face Validity   
Whereas content validity comes from the judgments of experts in a given 
performance domain, face validity refers to the judgments of people who are not 
necessarily content experts. This group includes, but is not limited to, general laypersons. 
Both content experts and laypersons may offer valuable insights, as they approach a scale 
from differing perspectives (“Aces”). 
The CCS was introduced to several pastors and laypersons within and outside of 
my denomination for review. A focus group was established and consulted for input. The 
eight-member group, including myself, met on two occasions for reviewing instrument 
items for effectiveness in wording, unbiased language, clarity, and overall organization of 
survey appearance and content. The meetings yielded valuable input and aided in 
constructing a more refined survey. The focus group meetings furthermore contributed to 
establishing face validity for the CCS.  
Reliability  
Consultation with my statistician and faculty mentor generated the following 
methodology that led to verifying the statistical significance of the pilot study.  
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Inter-Rater Reliability  
Inter-rater reliability assesses the degree to which survey respondents in a 
congregation responded consistently to the same item with other respondents in the same 
congregation. The test to evaluate inter-rater reliability includes a t-test for statistical 
significance based on a minimum sample size (n>30) from a given population (N). The t-
test for statistical significance was used at a 95 percent confidence level (t>1.96). The 
sample size was set at 30 for a maximum error of ε = 0.5. The results of the t-tests of 
individual independent variables suggested that the pilot responses were statistically 
significant in twenty-eight of forty items, using a maximum desirable error ε = 0.5 (see 
Table 3.4). 
 
 
Table 3.4. Inter-Rater Reliability for Pilot Congregations 
 
Congregation N 
Min. Req’d 
Sample @ 95% 
Conf. Level 
# of t-stats 
 t >1.96 
St. David’s 
Presbyterian 
 
51 30 37 
Evangel 
Tabernacle 
 
51 30 37 
The Bridge 
Community 
Church 
 
18 30 37 
Total 120 30 28 
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Internal Consistency Reliability 
Internal consistency estimations assess the consistency of results across items 
within each dimension, as well as within the overall instrument. In order to determine 
internal reliability of the CCS as a composite of the four dimensions, Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha was computed and yielded an alpha value of .73. Results across items 
within each dimension yielded alpha values ranging from -.09 through .76, whereby the 
first dimension, individualism/collectivism, consistently produced low alpha values (see 
Table 3.5 and Table 3.6). After stratifying by age (removing 75 and older as well as 21 
and younger), the alpha value increased to .75 and results across each dimension yielded 
alpha values ranging from -.89 to .78 (see Table 3.5). 
 As one last internal consistency test, alpha values were computed by dimension 
(i.e., instead of across all forty items at once). Computing alpha scores for an inter-item 
correlation within each of the four culture dimensions produced alpha values in the 
acceptable range (.58, .65, and .78) except for the first cultural dimension (-.89), 
indicating respondents replied with some consistency according to three out of four 
dimensions. Although lower than optimal, reliabilities of 0.60 are not uncommon in the 
behavioral sciences and, in some circumstances, may even be considered reasonably 
good (Cohen and Cohen 70). Following the internal consistency check, the next test for 
reliability involved an inter-item correlation test.  
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Table 3.5. Alpha Values per Cultural Dimension and Age Stratified 
Culture 
Dimension 
Alphas for 
All Ages 
Alphas for Age 
Stratified 
Individualism/ 
Collectivism -.09 -.89 
Power 
Distance .62 .65 
Uncertainty 
Avoidance .76 .78 
Masculinity/ 
Femininity .54 .58 
 
 
 
Table 3.6. Alpha Values Stratified by Congregation, Age and by Cultural Dimension 
 
Congregation N 
Alpha Value 
per 
Congregation 
Individualism/ 
Collectivism 
Power 
Distance 
Uncertainty 
Avoidance 
Masculinity/ 
Femininity 
St. David’s 
Presbyterian 51 .73 -.34 .66 .82 .40 
Evangel 
Tabernacle 51 .71 -.25 .54 .67 .64 
The Bridge 
Community 
Church 
18 .83 .50 .68 .79 .67 
Total 120 .75 -.89 .65 .78 .58 
 
 
 
Inter-Item Correlation 
 
Results for the forty-Item CCS, piloted in three different congregations, were 
tested for inter-item correlations according to the four underlying cultural value 
dimensions. The average inter-item correlation uses all of the items on an instrument 
designed to measure the same underlying construct. The pilot CCS measured four 
cultural value dimensions with ten items each for which correlation matrices were 
generated (see Tables 3.7, 3.8, 3.9, and 3.10). The Cronbach’s alpha, a coefficient of 
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reliability, was employed to measure how well the set of items correlated with each 
theoretical construct. Each individual correlation between items employed the Pearson’s 
product moment, revealing low and highly correlated items. 
Correlation matrices were used to assess respondent replies to each of five pairs 
of items within each of the four cultural dimensions (i.e., ten questions per dimension). 
Questions with low correlation typically were also found to contribute to a low alpha and 
were, therefore, considered candidates for exclusion in the final revised CCS instrument.  
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Table 3.7. Inter-item Correlation for the Individualism/Collectivism Subscale 
(Questionnaire Items 1-10) α = -.09 
 
   Q# 1 Q# 2 Q# 3 Q# 4 Q# 5 Q# 6 Q# 7 Q# 8 Q# 9 
Q# 
1 
Pearson 
correlation          
 N          
 Sig. (1-tailed)          
Q# 
2 
Pearson 
correlation -.096         
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000         
 N 120         
Q# 
3 
Pearson 
correlation .020 .198        
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000        
 N 120 120        
Q# 
4 
Pearson 
correlation .103 -.031 -.057       
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000       
 N 120 120 120       
Q# 
5 
Pearson 
correlation .049 .073 .157 -.167      
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000      
 N 120 120 120 120      
Q# 
6 
Pearson 
correlation -.042 -.217 -.137 -.135 -.065     
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000     
 N 120 120 120 120 120     
Q# 
7 
Pearson 
correlation .061 .213 .071 .077 .124 -.325    
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000    
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120    
Q# 
8 
Pearson 
correlation -.086 .215 .209 -.172 -.116 -.042 -.069   
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120   
Q# 
9 
Pearson 
correlation -.066 .110 .075 .364** -.017 -.296 .083 -.095  
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120  
Q# 
10 
Pearson 
correlation -.062 .189 .113 -.227 -.032 .018 -.075 .152 -.416 
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
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Table 3.8. Inter-Item Correlation for the Power Distance Dimension Subscale 
(Questionnaire Items 11-20) α = .65 
 
   Q# 11 Q# 12 Q# 13 Q# 14 Q# 15 Q# 16 Q# 17 Q# 18 Q# 19 
Q# 
11 
Pearson 
correlation          
 N          
 Sig. (1-tailed)          
Q# 
12 
Pearson 
correlation -.078         
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000         
 N 120         
Q# 
13 
Pearson 
correlation .246 .266        
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000        
 N 120 120        
Q# 
14 
Pearson 
correlation .394** -.195 .146       
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000       
 N 120 120 120       
Q# 
15 
Pearson 
correlation -.017 .217 .232 .058      
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000      
 N 120 120 120 120      
Q# 
16 
Pearson 
correlation .282 .053 .218 .271 .112     
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000     
 N 120 120 120 120 120     
Q# 
17 
Pearson 
correlation .022 .361** .345** .042 .237     
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000    
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120    
Q# 
18 
Pearson 
correlation .079 .055 .278 .204 .135 .148    
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120   
Q# 
19 
Pearson 
correlation .506** -.126 .180 .345** .041 .213 .072 -.025  
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120  
Q# 
20 
Pearson 
correlation .228 .003 .360** .146 .215 .133 .223 .139 .115 
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
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Table 3.9. Inter-Item Correlation for the Uncertainty Avoidance Subscale 
(Questionnaire Items 21-30) α = .78 
 
   Q# 21 Q# 22 Q# 23 Q# 24 Q# 25 Q# 26 Q# 27 Q# 28 Q# 29 
Q# 
21 
Pearson 
correlation          
 N          
 Sig. (1-tailed)          
Q# 
22 
Pearson 
correlation .156         
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000         
 N 120         
Q# 
23 
Pearson 
correlation .257 .332**        
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000        
 N 120 120        
Q# 
24 
Pearson 
correlation .459** .160 .229       
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000       
 N 120 120 120       
Q# 
25 
Pearson 
correlation .221 .205 .189 .115      
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000      
 N 120 120 120 120      
Q# 
26 
Pearson 
correlation .280 .118 .333** .386** .316**     
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000     
 N 120 120 120 120 120     
Q# 
27 
Pearson 
correlation .269 .187 .417** .131 .180 .302**    
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000    
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120    
Q# 
28 
Pearson 
correlation .208 .462** .335** .178 .249 .096 .365**   
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120   
Q# 
29 
Pearson 
correlation .269 .216 .395** .401** .291 .538** .274 .177  
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120  
Q# 
30 
Pearson 
correlation .153 .213 .328** .316** .209 .274 .221 .204 .121 
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
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Table 3.10. Inter-Item Correlation for the Masculine/Feminine Subscale 
(Questionnaire Items 31-40) α = .58 
 
   Q# 31 Q# 32 Q# 33 Q# 34 Q# 35 Q# 36 Q# 37 Q# 38 Q# 39 
Q# 
31 
Pearson 
correlation          
 N          
 Sig. (1-tailed)          
Q# 
32 
Pearson 
correlation .068         
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000         
 N 120         
Q# 
33 
Pearson 
correlation .061 .146        
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000        
 N 120 120        
Q# 
34 
Pearson 
correlation .339** .065 .002       
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000       
 N 120 120 120       
Q# 
35 
Pearson 
correlation .364** .305** .100 .215      
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000      
 N 120 120 120 120      
Q# 
36 
Pearson 
correlation .053 .044 -.029 .099 -.116     
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000     
 N 120 120 120 120 120     
Q# 
37 
Pearson 
correlation .105 .360** .086 .065 .264 -.170    
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000    
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120    
Q# 
38 
Pearson 
correlation .159 .405** .321** .243 .254 -.315 .370**   
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120   
Q# 
39 
Pearson 
correlation .111 -.063 -.012 .183 .074 -.135 .156 -.045  
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120  
Q# 
40 
Pearson 
correlation .095 .353** .255 -.042 .135 -.037 .317** .319** -.065 
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
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The first Inter-item Correlation (Table 3.7) revealed that items for the 
Individualism/Collectivism subscale did not correlate highly, whereas items for the third, 
dimension, Uncertainty Avoidance, consistently produced the most correlated items. 
Each of the correlation tables provided a preview of strongly correlated items as potential 
candidates for inclusion in the final revised CCS.  
The inter-item correlation showed that, except for the first dimension, respondents 
answered items reasonably consistent within the constructs and, more specifically, 
between paired category items, thus demonstrating that the CCS measured what it was 
intended to measure.  
Posttest Development 
The forty-item Church Culture Survey was administered as part of the pilot study 
in three congregations during the months of January and February 2007. Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficients and correlation matrices based on the underlying culture constructs 
were used in a reverse, stepwise procedure to produce a revised CCS. Beginning with all 
forty items, this reverse procedure consisted of removing items that did not correlate 
highly with any of the four culture dimensions and that contributed to a low overall alpha 
value. In a stepwise process, I removed one item at a time, and recalculated alpha values 
after removal of each item. When the alpha value increased, I dropped the item, when the 
alpha value decreased, I retained the item and the next item was tested. The reverse, 
stepwise procedure resulted in a refined twenty-seven-item CCS instrument for post-
testing. A demonstration of correspondence between increased alpha values and the 
removal of items (Qs) is illustrated in Table 3.11.  
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Table 3.11. Alpha Values and Removed Items 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The data analysis revealed that items from the first cultural dimension did not 
correlate well and produced consistently lower alpha values; thus, the variable that 
measures the individualism/collectivism dimension was reduced by a total of five items. 
In both power distance and masculine/feminine dimensions I removed four items each 
and the uncertainty avoidance dimension, which correlated highest, retained all original 
ten items (see Table 3.12).  
 Inter-item correlation matrices were constructed, probing for post-removal alpha 
values within each dimension as well as individual item correlation within the dimensions 
(see Tables 3.13, 3.14, 3.15, and 3.16). Correlation matrices revealed that for the first two 
dimensions (individualism/collectivism and power distance), alpha values within the 
dimensions did not increase with removal of items (see Table 3.10). However, the overall 
alpha value did increase with the removal of items from the said dimensions (see Table 
3.11). The final choice of items for the posttest CCS version mainly centered on the 
effects on the overall alpha value as items were removed, as well as on the pursuit of 
retaining at least one item per congregational expression.  
 
 
Total Items Alpha Values 
Removed Items 
Q# 
40 .751 None 
34 .764 1, 5, 18, 31, 36, 39 
31 .814 7, 3, 4 
28 .815 12, 15, 16 
27 .817 33 
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Table 3.12. Removed Items According to Culture Dimension 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.13. Inter-item Correlation for the Individualism/Collectivism Subscale (with 
retained questionnaire items 2, 6, 8, 9, 10) α = -.23 
 
   Q# 2 Q# 6 Q# 8 Q# 9 
Q# 2 Pearson correlation     
 N     
 Sig. (1-tailed)     
Q# 6 Pearson correlation -.217    
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000    
 N 120    
Q# 8 Pearson correlation .215 -.042   
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000   
 N 120 120   
Q# 9 Pearson correlation .110 -.296 -.095  
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000  
 N 120 120 120  
Q# 
10 
Pearson 
correlation .189 .018 .152 -.416 
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 
 N 120 120 120 120 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Culture Dimensions Pilot Items 
Pre-
Removal 
Alpha 
Removed 
Items 
Post-
Removal 
Alpha 
# of 
Posttest 
Items 
Individualism/collectivism 1-10 -.09 1, 3, 4, 5, 7 -.23 5 
Power distance 11-20 .65 12, 15, 16, 18 .64 6 
Uncertainty avoidance 21-30 .78 none .78 10 
Masculinity/femininity 31-40 .58 31, 33, 36, 39 .66 6 
TOTALS: 40 .75 13 .82 27 
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Table 3.14. Inter-Item Correlation for the Power Distance Dimension Subscale (with 
retained questionnaire items 11, 13, 14, 17, 19, 20) α = .64 
 
   Q# 11 Q# 13 Q# 14 Q# 17 Q# 19 
Q# 11 Pearson correlation      
 N      
 Sig. (1-tailed)      
Q# 13 Pearson correlation .246     
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000     
 N 120     
Q# 14 Pearson correlation .394** .146    
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000    
 N 120 120    
Q# 17 Pearson correlation .022 .345** .042   
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000   
 N 120 120 120   
Q# 19 Pearson correlation .506** .180 .345** .072  
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  
 N 120 120 120 120  
Q# 20 Pearson correlation .228 .361** .146 .223 .115 
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 N 120 120 120 120 120 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
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Table 3.15. Inter-Item Correlation for the Uncertainty Avoidance Subscale (with 
retained questionnaire items 21-30) α = .78 
 
   Q# 21 Q# 22 Q# 23 Q# 24 Q# 25 Q# 26 Q# 27 Q# 28 Q# 29 
Q# 
21 
Pearson 
correlation          
 N          
 Sig. (1-tailed)          
Q# 
22 
Pearson 
correlation .156         
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000         
 N 120         
Q# 
23 
Pearson 
correlation .257 .332**        
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000        
 N 120 120        
Q# 
24 
Pearson 
correlation .459** .160 .229       
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000       
 N 120 120 120       
Q# 
25 
Pearson 
correlation .221 .205 .189 .115      
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000      
 N 120 120 120 120      
Q# 
26 
Pearson 
correlation .280 .118 .333** .386** .316**     
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000     
 N 120 120 120 120 120     
Q# 
27 
Pearson 
correlation .269 .187 .417** .131 .180 .302**    
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000    
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120    
Q# 
28 
Pearson 
correlation .208 .462** .335** .178 .249 .096 .365**   
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120   
Q# 
29 
Pearson 
correlation .269 .216 .395** .401** .291 .538** .274 .177  
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120  
Q# 
30 
Pearson 
correlation .153 .213 .328** .316** .209 .274 .221 .204 .121 
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 N 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
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Table 3.16. Inter-Item Correlation for the Masculine/Feminine Subscale (with 
retained questionnaire items 32, 34, 35, 37, 38, 40) α = .66 
 
   Q# 32 Q# 34 Q# 35 Q# 37 Q# 38 
Q# 32 Pearson Correlation      
 N      
 Sig. (1-tailed)      
Q# 34 Pearson Correlation .065     
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000     
 N 120     
Q# 35 Pearson Correlation .305** .215    
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000    
 N 120 120    
Q# 37 Pearson Correlation .360** .065 .264   
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000   
 N 120 120 120   
Q# 38 Pearson Correlation .405** .243 .254 .370**  
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  
 N 120 120 120 120  
Q# 40 Pearson Correlation .353** -.042 .135 .317** .319** 
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 N 120 120 120 120 120 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
 
 
Analysis of the pilot study employed a variety of statistical procedures, including 
inter-rater reliability, internal consistency reliability, and inter-item correlation. The 
results indicated that the pilot CCS was a reliable survey instrument for ongoing study. 
Refinement of the forty-item CCS by removing items that contributed to a low overall 
alpha increased alpha values from .75 to .82, suggesting the CCS represented an 
instrument ready for posttesting. 
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS  
Review of the Problem and Purpose 
No two congregations function alike. Every local church embodies a unique 
culture made up of distinct values, norms, language, and rituals. Discerning a 
congregation’s culture constitutes a vital discovery for pastors who want to minister in a 
manner congruent with the congregation’s distinct culture. Pastors typically receive some 
training in leadership, but have not always received instruction to think culturally about 
their congregations, nor have they had access to tools aiding them in contextualizing their 
leadership for a particular congregation. The problem then, for pastors and congregants 
alike, consists of a disregard to view congregations as cultures coupled with an absence 
of tools designed to uncover cultural distinctives of congregations. The purpose of this 
project was to create a valid and reliable instrument, entitled the Church Culture Survey, 
to assess congregational culture. After conducting a pilot study using the forty-item CCS 
instrument, in accordance with well-documented and established validation and reliability 
criteria, a posttest using a refined twenty-seven-item CCS instrument was conducted (see 
Appendix F). The posttest took place in February 2007 at my home church, Grace Baptist 
Church, in Kelowna, British Columbia, Canada. 
Profile of Participants 
Grace Baptist Church is affiliated with the North American Baptist Conference. In 
1934, twenty-two immigrants from Eastern Europe founded what was first known as 
German Baptist Church. For the next forty-five years, the congregation worshipped 
entirely in the German language. Significant growth was recorded between the years of 
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1940-1965 with post-war immigrants flocking from Europe to all parts of Canada. In 
1974 a fair-sized church facility was erected in a prime residential area. In the early 
1980s, the need for ministry in the English language was recognized in order to serve the 
younger and upcoming generation. Two additional pastors were called to establish an 
English-speaking branch of the church. Today Grace Baptist Church is comprised of a 
unique bilingual ministry with two distinct cultures. One part of the church worships in 
German with an aging and declining population. The other part of the church worships in 
English and is comprised of second and third-generation European immigrants, 
Canadians, and a small population of internationals from the Philippines, China, Korea, 
and South Africa. Both ministry divisions are largely autonomous and employ their own 
pastoral staff, as well as conduct their separate congregational meetings. I am solely 
employed by the English-speaking congregation, with some affiliation in a support role 
with the German-speaking congregation. 
A census survey of worship attendees was conducted for the posttest study during 
a Sunday worship service in February 2007 (English-speaking ministry only). Average 
Sunday worship attendance totals 140 people, including children. A total of one hundred 
worshippers participated in the survey. 
The posttest study used the refined twenty-seven-item CCS instrument, including 
the ten demographic questions asked in the original pilot instrument (see Appendix H). 
Based on the responses, the following demographic profile of Grace Baptist Church is 
given on gender, age, ethnic origin, educational background, occupation, congregational 
outlook, duration of congregational affiliation, frequency of attendance, church 
participation, and role occupation in ministry setting. The extensive list of demographic 
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questions was designed in order to shed further light on the congregation’s culture as well 
as to provide data to test for additional confounding variables. 
Gender 
Female respondents accounted for 61 percent, and 39 percent of respondents were 
male (or 34 of 88). A small group of senior males opted out of completing the CCS, as 
they were involved in serving as ushers.  
Age 
The median age group value was 4.2, which represented the age category 39-54. 
The three largest age groups of respondents were in the 39-54 age bracket (n=24), 55-67 
age bracket (n=19) and the 68-75 age bracket (n=15). Those 75 and older accounted for 6 
percent of respondents, and those 21 and younger accounted for 18 percent of 
respondents. 
Ethnic Origin 
Grace Baptist Church is an immigrant congregation founded by German and 
eastern European settlers. Today the cultural makeup is still reflective of that founding 
population. For the category Ethnic Origin, 55 percent of respondents marked Caucasian 
European. Even among younger respondents, several identified themselves as Caucasian 
European, indicating a strong tie with a European ethnic origin. The category of 
Caucasian/American accounted for 43 percent, Asian for 1 percent and “other” for 1 
percent of respondents.  
Educational Background 
With a history as immigrant congregation, a strong work ethic is noticeable; 
however, emphasis on education, as well as a lack of opportunity for formal schooling, 
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accounted for the findings of the Educational Background section in the demographics. 
Respondents without a high school diploma accounted for 32 percent. A total of 78 
percent had not completed a college or university degree. Only 15 percent of respondents 
held a college/university degree, 6 percent a graduate degree, and 1 percent a 
postgraduate degree.  
Occupation 
Occupational categories on survey formats are not easily established for reasons 
of the extensiveness of potential options. For the CCS demographic section, twelve 
categories were offered: homemaker, professional, agricultural, labor, management, 
technical, sales/service, student, trades/craft, clerical, administrative, and other. The 
difficulty with occupational categories in survey formation lies in the subjective 
interpretation of these categories. Because no specific definitions of the categories were 
offered, respondents may or may not have replied accurately. Professional, management, 
and administration combined accounted for 25 percent of respondents. The next three 
strongest individual categories were 26 percent homemakers, 17 percent students, and 15 
percent trades/craft. The remaining 17 percent found fairly equal distribution among the 
remaining categories (agricultural, labor, technical, sales/service, clerical, and other). 
Congregational Outlook 
The section labeled “Congregational Outlook” encompassed a response choice of 
seven adjectives, probing subjects’ attitudes toward their congregation. The choices 
included enthusiastic, blessed, satisfied, indifferent, concerned, burdened, and 
disappointed. The reason for including this segment allows for a future variable 
investigation probing potential correlations between congregational attitude and 
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perception of congregational culture.  
Respondents with a positive congregational outlook accounted for 87 percent, by 
which 55 percent felt blessed, 19 percent satisfied, and 11 percent enthusiastic. The 
remaining responses included 10 percent concerned, 2 percent disappointed, and 1 
percent burdened.  
Duration of Congregational Affiliation 
How long a subject has attended the congregation likely affects the way in which 
the same subject perceives the congregation’s culture. Arguments for either side of this 
variable could be made pointing to the outside objectivity of someone just new to the 
congregation versus the subjective familiarity of someone who has long been part of the 
congregation. 
Respondents reporting a congregational affiliation of more than twenty years 
accounted for 36 percent. The next highest response category was 20 percent of 
respondents who have attended for eleven to twenty years, whereas 14 percent have been 
affiliated with Grace Baptist Church less than one year.  
Frequency of Attendance 
Participants were asked to respond to the regularity of Sunday worship 
attendance. The question was phrased, “How often do you attend weekly Worship 
Services?” Response options were as follows: less than once a month, once a month, 
twice a month, three times a month, and four or more times a month. Only 5 percent 
indicated an attendance of twice a month or less, whereas 90 percent of respondents 
attend four or more times a month.  
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Church Participation 
Church participation probed the amount of weekly hours unpaid participants 
joined in the ministries of the congregation, inclusive of attendance on Sundays for 
worship. Among those surveyed, forty-nine percent indicated 1-2 hours of participation 
in ministry per week, fourteen percent indicated 2-3 hours, another fourteen percent 3-4 
hours, 19 percent 5 hours or more, and 4 percent replied with the choice of none. 
Ministry Role 
Participants where asked to specify the role that best describes their part in the life 
of the congregation. Among the response choices were attendee, formal member, small 
group participant (part of a Bible study group), active service (as a volunteer in at least 
one ministry), lay leader (board member, elder, deacon, small group leader, etc.), 
associate staff, and priest/pastor/minister. The highest number, 31 percent of respondents, 
indicated their role in the active service category, 23 percent as small group participant, 
18 percent as attendee, 17 percent as lay leader, 7 percent as formal member, 2 percent as 
associate staff and 1 percent as priest/pastor/minister. 
Data Collection 
On Sunday, 18 February 2007, ushers handed out the refined twenty-seven-item 
CCS near the beginning of the worship service (see Appendix F). Completed survey 
forms were collected approximately twenty minutes later during the offering. I provided 
verbal survey instructions by reading the instruction letter as outlined in Appendix D. In 
addition to reading the letter, I reiterated that all participants answer items in accordance 
with how the collectivity of the congregation operates rather than answer according to 
personal preferences. Next, I gave an opportunity to ask clarifying questions. The only 
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question raised was in regards to visitors responding to the survey. Visitors were 
encouraged to note their first impressions of the congregation’s culture on the survey 
form but were given liberty to disregard the survey. Because a number of children were 
present in the service during the administration of the CCS, activity sheets were passed 
out to keep the younger attendees occupied. Following the completion of the worship 
service, ushers returned the surveys to me. The raw data was entered into a Microsoft 
Office Excel spreadsheet, and consequently imported into SPSS for further analysis. A 
total of one hundred surveys were returned with twelve spoiled. Eighty-eight surveys 
were considered for analysis (n=88), meeting minimum sample size criteria for an error 
less than 0.4 at the 95 percent confidence interval level.  
Data Analysis 
 Computing Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, using SPSS, revealed an overall value 
of .74, largely consistent with that of the pilot test. Reasoning that age may have again 
presented a confounding factor, as with the pilot study, Cronbach’s alpha was 
recomputed removing respondents aged 75 years and older as well as those younger than 
21. The stratified sample yielded an overall alpha value of .76. Generating inter-item 
correlation matrices revealed again that items in the first dimension 
(Individualism/Collectivism) continued to correlate poorly and produce low alpha values 
(α=-.17) as depicted in Table 4.2, whereas items in the third dimension (Uncertainty 
Avoidance) continued to correlate well and produce the highest alpha values (α=.70) as 
shown in Table 4.4. The overall alpha value confirmed that the refined instrument met 
reliability tests for further use, whereas the individual alphas and correlation matrices, as 
per cultural dimension (although affected by smaller Q# items), indicated specific areas 
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for further CCS refinement. 
 
 
Table 4.1. Alpha Values According to Culture Dimension 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.2. Inter-item Correlation for the Individualism/Collectivism Subscale 
(posttest questionnaire items 1-5) α = -.17 
 
 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
Culture Dimensions 
Pilot 
Alpha 
Values  
40 items 
(n=120) 
Post-
Removal 
Alpha 
27 items 
(n=120) 
Posttest 
Alpha 
Values 
27 items 
(n=66) 
Individualism/collectivism -.09 -.23 -.17 
Power distance .65 .64 .38 
Uncertainty avoidance .78 .78 .70 
Masculinity/femininity .58 .66 .59 
Overall alpha: .75 .82 .76 
   Q# 1 Q# 2 Q# 3 Q# 4 
Q# 1 Pearson 
correlation     
 N     
 Sig. (1-
tailed)     
Q# 2 Pearson 
correlation -.075    
 Sig. (1-
tailed) .000    
 N 66    
Q# 3 Pearson 
correlation .162 .134   
 Sig. (1-
tailed) .000 .000   
 N 66 66   
Q# 4 Pearson 
correlation -.244 -.149 -.195  
 Sig. (1-
tailed) .000 .000 .000  
 N 66 66 66  
Q# 5 Pearson 
correlation -.099 .291 -.089  
 Sig. (1-
tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 
 N 66 66 66 66 
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Table 4.3. Inter-Item Correlation for the Power Distance Dimension Subscale 
(posttest questionnaire items 6-11) α = .38 
 
  Q# 6 Q# 7 Q# 8 Q# 9 Q# 10 
Q# 6 Pearson correlation      
 N      
 Sig. (1-tailed)      
Q# 7 Pearson correlation .146     
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000     
 N 66     
Q# 8 Pearson correlation .128 .248    
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000    
 N 66 66    
Q# 9 Pearson correlation -.148 .378** .132   
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000   
 N 66 66 66   
Q# 10 Pearson correlation .078 -.097 .164 -.088  
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  
 N 66 66 66 66  
Q# 11 Pearson correlation .034 .083 .036 .216 .080 
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 N 66 66 66 66 66 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
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Table 4.4. Inter-Item Correlation for the Uncertainty Avoidance Subscale (posttest 
questionnaire items 12-21) α = .70 
 
   Q# 12 Q# 13 Q# 14 Q# 15 Q# 16 Q# 17 Q# 18 Q# 19 Q# 20 
Q# 
12 
Pearson 
correlation          
 N          
 Sig. (1-tailed)          
Q# 
13 
Pearson 
correlation .176         
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000         
 N 66         
Q# 
14 
Pearson 
correlation -.008 .331**        
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000        
 N 66 66        
Q# 
15 
Pearson 
correlation .318** .125 .194       
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000       
 N 66 66 66       
Q# 
16 
Pearson 
correlation .258 .241 .112 .016      
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000      
 N 66 66 66 66      
Q# 
17 
Pearson 
correlation .268 -.087 .011 .133 .389**     
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000     
 N 66 66 66 66 66     
Q# 
18 
Pearson 
correlation .295 .239 .015 .214 .223 .366**    
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000    
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66    
Q# 
19 
Pearson 
correlation .048 .192 .330** .165 .192 .094 .236   
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66   
Q# 
20 
Pearson 
correlation .240 .162 .222 .386** .055 .413** .291 .119  
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 66  
Q# 
21 
Pearson 
correlation .357** .098 .064 .282 .063 .219 .263 -.095 .322** 
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
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Table 4.5. Inter-Item Correlation for the Masculine/Feminine Subscale (posttest 
questionnaire items 31-40) α = .59 
 
 
** Correlation is significant at the 95 percent level (1-tailed). 
 
 
Intervening Variables 
In order to determine if certain variables affected posttest findings, including, 
gender, age, ethnic origin, educational background, occupation, congregational outlook, 
duration of congregational affiliation, frequency of attendance, church participation, and 
role occupied in ministry setting, I inspected statistical results from the data analysis. 
Alpha scores were checked and compared with adding each individual variable. All 
variables correlated highly with each other and no significant differences were observed, 
except for age having the strongest influence. One may have expected the length of a 
   Q# 22 Q# 23 Q# 24 Q# 25 Q# 26 Q# 27 
Q# 22 Pearson correlation       
 N       
 Sig. (1-tailed)       
Q# 23 Pearson correlation .146      
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000      
 N 66      
Q# 24 Pearson correlation .150 .086     
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000     
 N 66 66     
Q# 25 Pearson correlation .322** .169 .052    
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000    
 N 66 66 66    
Q# 26 Pearson correlation .258 .226 .192 .237   
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000   
 N 66 66 66 66   
Q# 27 Pearson correlation .338** .236 -.060 .311** .220  
 Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
 N 66 66 66 66 66  
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congregant’s affiliation to influence the ability to describe the culture of a congregation; 
however, I observed no significant differences based on the length of the subjects’ 
affiliation. Stratification by removing those subjects with less than one-year attendance 
actually decreased alpha values slightly. Conversely, age did influence the outcomes. 
When stratifying subject responses according to age, and removing all those 21 and 
younger as well as those 75 and older, alpha values rose from .74 to .76. By further 
stratifying and removing the next highest age-group respondents (ages 68-75), which 
would correspond more closely to the population age studied by Hofstede, alpha values 
increased even more, from .76 to .79. Given that the same trend was observed with the 
pilot study, age must be taken into account as a considerable influence when 
administering and analyzing future CCS research. 
Summary of Major Findings 
The following summary represents the major findings of the research conducted 
through pilot and posttest studies: 
1. Pilot and posttest analyses met established inter-reliability test measures, 
indicating that the CCS is a reliable survey instrument. The first dimension, 
individualism/collectivism, presented the weakest subscale and, therefore, comprises a 
critical area for further refinement. 
2. Pilot and posttest analyses met established content and face validation test 
measures, suggesting that the CCS is a valid survey instrument and that it measures what 
it purports to measure. 
3. The results of this study indicate that congregational cultures can be identified 
and differentiated on the basis of the cultural value dimensions used in the CCS. 
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4. This study shows that cultural value dimensions of congregations can be 
reliably assessed. 
In order to determine the cultural value dimension dominant in a given 
congregation, CCS responses can be computed by taking a simple average (X bar) of all 
variable averages (x bar) within each dimension (see table 4.6). An average of 3.0 
represents a neutral value. As in the following example (Table 4.6), any value (X bar) 
above 3.0 indicates tendencies toward a more feminine culture, whereas any value (X 
bar) below 3.0 indicates tendencies toward a more masculine culture.  
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Table 4.6. Calculation of Response Averages 
 
Masculine/Feminine Culture Dimension 
BRIDGE Q31 Q36 Q32 Q37 Q33 Q38 Q34 Q39 Q35 Q40 
Resp.141 5 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 
Resp.142 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 1 5 5 
Resp.145 5 1 5 5 2 5 4 5 5 4 
Resp.157 5 3 5 3 1 3 3 3 5 3 
Resp.140 4 4 4 2 3 4 4 2 4 4 
Resp.150 4 2 3 1 3 3 4 4 5 4 
Resp.152 4 3 4 5 4 5 4 5 5 4 
Resp.153 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 
Resp.154 5 2 5 4 3 5 5 2 5 1 
Resp.135 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 
Resp.137 4 3 3 2 3 4 4 3 4 3 
Resp.138 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 
Resp.146 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 
Resp.149 5 5 5 1 3 5 5 5 5 3 
Resp.143 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 
Resp.144 4 2 3 4 4 4 4 2 4 3 
Resp.156 5 4 4 1 5 5 5 1 5 5 
Resp.136 5 2 3 3 3 2 4 4 4 3 
x bar 4.6 3.2 3.8 3.2 3.4 4.1 4.2 3.2 4.4 3.5 
SD 0.5 1.2 0.9 1.4 1.0 1.0 0.5 1.3 0.7 1.0 
t-stat 8.9 2.8 4.2 2.3 3.3 4.3 7.7 2.6 6.3 3.6 
           
   X bar 3.8       
   SD 0.29       
   t-stat 13.00       
 
 
As depicted in Table 4.7, all figures are X bar values, measuring cultural value 
dimensions on the basis of 3.0 being neutral, above 3.0 tending to one extreme of the 
dimension, and below 3.0 tending to the other extreme of the dimension. For example, all 
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four congregations scored above 3.0 in the Individualism/Collectivism dimension, thus 
indicating that respondents from all four congregations believe that their congregation is 
inclined more toward an individualistic leaning than a collectivistic affinity. The response 
rate and computed averages were considered statistically significant at the 95 percent 
confidence level.  
 
Table 4.7. Congregational Results in Relation to Cultural Dimensions   
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Collec- 
tivism 
Individu- 
alism 
High 
Power 
Distance 
Low 
Power 
Distance 
Strong 
Uncert. 
Avoid.  
Weak 
Uncert. 
Avoid.  
Mascu- 
linity 
Femi- 
ninity 
St. 
David’s 
 3.5  3.2  3.2  3.4 
Evangel  3.4 2.9  3. 0  3.3 
The 
Bridge 
 3.3  3.5  3.7  3.8 
Grace  3.4  3.1 2.6   3.3 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
Introduction 
During a meeting with Beeson Pastors from Asbury Theological Seminary in 
August 2004, David Workman, senior pastor of the Cincinnati Vineyard Church was 
asked to share his most urgent piece of advice for pastors in ministry. He promptly 
responded, “Pastors, know the soul of your congregation.” Thomas Edward Frank 
equates the collective soul of a congregation with the culture of a congregation as 
“stories, symbols, rituals, and practices [that] have evolved over generations of 
experience” (23). Ramsay’s designation of “stories and symbols, language and 
worldviews, rituals, norms and values” (4), in describing congregational culture, 
represents a parallel description. Workman, Frank, and Ramsay imply that the vital core 
and essence of a congregation manifests itself in terms of culture.  
Pastors’ knowledge of their congregations’ souls elicits an essential inquiry 
captured in this study by addressing considerations that point to the urgency and 
methodology of cultural discovery of congregations. This study found that a 
congregation’s culture can be read much like reading a text. The hermeneutical tool 
designed, shown to be reliable and valid, provides a starting point from which to enter a 
dialogue that leads to discerning the culture of a congregation. 
Chapter 2 of this study revealed that the Apostle Paul, though not having the same 
contextual language of today, nevertheless intuitively understood that congregations are 
not homogeneous units but uniquely diverse in their cultural distinctiveness. Just as the 
Apostle’s contextual approach in ministering to people in diverse cultural settings 
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demonstrated an incarnational model for ministry, so does this study provide a way 
forward to bridge the cultural divide between pastors and congregants with the help of the 
Church Culture Survey. Not all pastors have  
received instruction to think culturally about their congregations, nor have they had 
access to tools aiding them in contextualizing their leadership for a particular 
congregation. The CCS highlights both the need and the opportunity to gain a new level 
of familiarity, for both pastor and congregation, that may lead to more effective and 
harmonious ministry.  
Reflections 
One cannot think culturally of congregations without first thinking theologically 
and biblically of congregations. When pastors, urged to know their congregations, begin 
to read their congregations’ culture, they are not exploring institutions alone but find 
themselves investigating the “bipolar nature” consisting of “organization” and 
“organism” (Schwarz, Paradigm Shift 15-16). The complexity and exceptionality of 
congregations as local expressions of Christ’s body point to a methodology of inquiry 
that goes beyond utilitarian objectives. The literature on congregational study has aptly 
demonstrated a rationale for congregational discovery. Unfortunately, however, 
“congregational studies focus almost entirely upon … the enhancement of ministries that 
develop from the congregation’s self-understanding” (Martin 122). Although not true for 
all researchers of congregations, a brief sampling of the literature demonstrates a 
predominant utilitarian approach to congregational study. 
Carl S. Dudley and Sally A. Johnson identify five different congregational 
images: the survivor, prophet, pillar, pilgrim, and servant congregation (5-8). According 
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to the authors, classifying a congregation in this manner offers varied benefits as leaders 
can “utilize the discovery to inspire the congregation to live up to its best” (8), better 
“shape programs and organizations” (8), as well as “challenge those [congregational self-
images] that are negative” (8). The underlying objective suggests, “Congregations can 
change directions” (8). 
Nancy Ammerman et al. provide a practical methodology for discovering 
congregational culture: “Understanding culture is … critical to making any sort of 
change” (82). J. Thomas Wren in similar fashion makes the claim that “it is the unique 
function of leadership to perceive the functional and dysfunctional elements of the 
existing culture and to manage cultural evolution and change” (281). The discovery of a 
congregation’s culture is tied to the goal of affecting some sort of progress.  
Robert Lewis, Wayne Cordeiro and Warren Bird acknowledge “culture is the 
most important reality in your church” (3). The authors then qualify the pragmatic 
benefits of cultural discovery, promising that “dreams you’ve had for transformation, 
revitalizing, or strengthening your church will now [with the discovery of your 
congregation’s culture] have a way to become reality” (2). The authors assert, “If we 
create the right kind of … culture … hundreds of people will come” (21-22). The authors 
then raise the question, “Are you in love with the potential that’s in your church?” (90). I 
suggest a motive for discerning congregational culture that moves pastors beyond loving 
the potential of their congregations to loving the people of their congregations within 
their particular cultural context. Our Lord loved us apart from our potential as One who 
“demonstrates his own love for us in this: while we were still sinners, Christ died for us” 
(Rom. 5:7-9). 
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In 1 Corinthians 13, the Apostle Paul speaks of a source of knowing, that replaces 
utilitarianism with a “most excellent way” (1. Cor. 12:31), when he writes, “If I … can 
fathom all mysteries and all knowledge … but have not love, I am nothing” (1 Cor. 13:2).  
Love as motive for knowing a congregation’s culture finds its ultimate spiritual corollary 
in Christ’s act of compassion in the Incarnation. Parker J. Palmer speaks of the link 
between knowledge and love: 
A knowledge born of compassion aims not at exploiting and manipulating 
… but at reconciling the world to itself. The mind motivated by 
compassion reaches out to know as the heart reaches out to love. Here the 
act of knowing is an act of love, the act of entering and embracing the 
reality of the other, of allowing the other to enter and embrace our own. 
(8) 
 
Pastors who begin to read their congregation’s culture must discern not only cultural 
distinctives but the motive by which to know a people in their context. An incarnational 
approach to ministry characterized by love will exhibit a longing to know that does not 
originate in curiosity, control, or a desire for progress but “springs from a truer passion, 
[and therefore] works toward truer ends” (8). 
Limitations of the Study  
The complexity of culture as a concept coupled with the complex nature of 
congregations as both institutions and organisms revealed that a one-time administration 
of a survey instrument is limited in the extent to which a congregation’s culture can be 
discerned. Ammerman et al. suggest a “multi-method approach” to overcome the limits 
of using a single technique of inquiry, including “participant observation, interviewing, 
conducting a time-line exercise, archival and census analysis, and the use of 
questionnaires (197-98). Lawrence Cada et al. promote exercises of cultural discovery 
that he calls “Technologies of Foolishness” (118). Among these are “Historicizing” 
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(118), “The Dream Trip” (120), “Twenty Questions” (122), “Dialogue with a Founding 
Person” (123) and “Reflecting on Charism” (125). Various supplemental approaches to 
cultural inquiry as suggested by such authors as Ammerman et al. and Cada et al. present 
valuable additions to administering the CCS in order to gain a more complete picture of a 
congregation’s distinctiveness. The CCS centered on indicating cultural tendencies in 
congregations, specifically between poles of individualism and collectivism, high and 
low power distance, strong and weak uncertainty avoidance, masculinity and femininity. 
These conceptions present only a part of cultural study, and in order to gain a broader 
insight into the life and functioning of a congregation, additional methods of inquiry will 
augment the use of the CCS.  
Beyond adding supplementary methods of investigation, other settings in which to 
administer the CCS outside of a worship service could produce superior results. 
Administering the CCS during a worship service, though yielding a good response rate, 
potentially rushes the respondents, thus failing to allow for clarification or provide an 
environment where respondents are adequately prepared to think culturally about their 
congregation. Feedback from pastors who piloted the CCS indicated that a focus group of 
church leaders, a retreat setting, or a round-table congregational meeting would perhaps 
provide more suitable environments in which to administer the instrument. Allowing for 
more time to introduce the idea of thinking culturally about a congregation, exploring and 
defining underlying constructs, and reflecting communally on issues raised by the items 
of the instrument may make the most of the CCS.  
One of the difficulties in administering the CCS was intrinsic to its design in 
asking respondents to rate their congregations as cultural anthropologists, or essentially 
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as observers looking from the outside in. Ammerman et al. explain this approach to 
cultural study as “viewing the old situation with new lenses” or “disrupting your ‘taken-
for-granted’ perception of the congregation” (198). Hopewell asserts that in order to 
study the culture of a congregation, “[p]astors and members can begin to see 
extraordinary aspects of common church happenings if they consider themselves visitors 
from another culture or time” (89). Conversations with members of my focus group and 
with various survey respondents revealed a tendency to allow personal preferences and 
views to color CCS responses. Although the CCS instructions asked subjects to answer 
according to how the greater collectivity of their congregation operates, several 
respondents disclosed they were continuously tempted to answer according to how they 
would operate or would like to see the congregation operate. Changes in wording of the 
instrument and added time to explain the instructions may address this concern in part. 
The perception poling of respondents’ cultural observations presented a unique feature of 
the CCS, at the same time pointing to issues of subjectivity that may call for further 
examination in a follow-up study.  
Instruments measuring respondents’ perceptions, values, or behaviors may 
frequently deal with the obscurity of the absence of a common reference point. Scott B. 
McKee, in his study that produced the Beeson Church Health questionnaire, alludes to 
this matter when he writes, “To ask someone if their church is healthy begs the question, 
‘Healthy as compared to what?’” (109). Similarly, to ask someone as part of the CCS 
study if his or her congregation represents a masculine culture, begs the question, 
“Masculine as compared to what?” Even though the semantic differential provided an 
antithesis for each item (i.e., masculinity versus femininity), the degree to which 
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respondents interpret the poles consistently may vary widely. Recognizing that 
respondents from any given congregation vary in church experiences and backgrounds 
causes variability in terms of operating with the same frame of reference. Thus 
administration of the CCS in a group setting that allows for prior discussion and 
exploration of cultural conceptions may prove rewarding. 
A setback at the close of the study necessitates mention at this point. During 
statistical recalculations in SPSS with the goal to include additional matrices and tables, 
the statistician and I discovered an error in the initial alpha value reported as the overall 
alpha for the pilot study. Instead of a value below .60, the correct alpha value was .73. 
Although this discovery strengthened the reliability factor of the instrument, some of the 
subsequent calculations and actions taken to offset a low alpha value (such as stratifying 
by age) became less relevant. Succeeding the discovery of the incongruity, a careful 
recalculation of all statistical measures produced the updated and corrected data now 
presented in the study. The one area where the initial miscalculation had some effect and 
could not be amended concerned the stepwise procedure in moving from a forty-item 
CCS to the twenty-seven-item CCS. The recalculations exposed that the post alpha values 
based on the pretest, increased from .82 to .84 when Q# 9 was dropped, and the alpha 
value rose further to .85 when the original Q# 31 remained in the final CSS instrument. In 
essence, instead of removing Q#31, and retaining Q# 9, the reverse scenario may have 
produced slightly higher results. Although this oversight presents a statistical shift, the 
end results of administering the twenty-seven-item CCS at Grace Baptist Church likely 
produced a comparable outcome. A final revised version of the twenty-seven-item CCS, 
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inclusive of Q# 31 (new Q# 20) and exclusive of Q# 9 (old Q# 4) is reproduced in 
Appendix G.  
Suggestions for Further Study 
The Church Culture Survey demonstrated effectiveness in terms of the scope of 
this study, namely its creation as a valid and reliable instrument that measures certain 
dimensions of congregational culture. However, future research might explore an 
extension of the four cultural value dimensions in the context of congregations. 
Hofstede’s four cultural dimensions (individualism/collectivism, power distance, 
uncertainty avoidance, and masculinity/femininity) provide one approach in outlining 
fundamental value characteristics in collectivities. Other congregational culture 
distinctives, such as internal versus external locus of control, libertarianism versus 
conservatism, missional orientation versus a fortress mentality, long versus short-term 
orientation, represent further examples that may potentially expand congregational 
understanding.  
In addition, the meaning and interpretation of the results in terms of where a 
congregation falls between the dichotomous poles of each dimension requires further 
deliberation. Discovery of cultural tendencies on a continuum within a collectivity 
presents a first step in self-discovery that, in turn, requires interpretation and 
consideration in terms of application. For instance, what is the significance for a 
congregation that scores higher on the feminine pole than the masculine pole? As the 
initial cultural results are interpreted and meaning for a specific context is extracted, an 
in-depth analysis of results will aid a congregation in making the most of the CCS. Such 
an understanding can be fleshed out both through a comprehensive examination and 
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interpretation of overall scores within a dimension but also through inspection of how 
congregants responded to a particular question deemed significant. Looking to discern 
responses to individual items will enable a congregation to interpret the results gained 
better. 
Administration of the CCS in more congregations as well as in other contexts 
outside of a worship service and using various sampling designs and testing for effects of 
confounding variables will likely reveal further data that may aid in refining the Church 
Culture Survey. Having administered the CCS in the context of worship services with 
subjects as church attendees offers one perspective on a congregation’s cultural 
distinctives. In addition, administration of the CCS with church leadership teams and 
comparing responses between congregation and leadership may further prove insightful. 
The rationale for such a comparison between groups within a congregation, points to the 
potential use of the CCS instrument as an aid in clarifying possible disconnects between 
leadership and congregation or other groupings within a congregation.  
 A critical suggestion for further study encompasses the first cultural dimension 
(individualism/collectivism). Low alpha values and poorly correlated items throughout 
the study, confirmed through inter-item correlation matrices, engender the need for 
further refinement. Reexamining the wording of items for the individualism/collectivism 
dimension and fine-tuning the extrapolation of Hofstede’s work on 
individualism/collectivism will enhance the overall effectiveness and reliability of the 
Church Culture Survey.  
Given the reasonably complex item content of the CCS, exploration of Osgood’s 
traditional semantic differential design of utilizing simple one-word adjectives, instead of 
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phrases, may provide an alternative format in creating an instrument that measures 
congregational culture dimensions. The same underlying constructs of the CCS and the 
individual item wording could be utilized to create a simpler, more user-friendly 
instrument with contrasting adjective poles. A simpler design may give a new pastor the 
kind of tool that produces a cursory but more immediate insight into the cultural makeup 
of a congregation. In addition, a more basic format of result tabulation could be designed 
that would not require the interpretation of a statistician. A simplified version of the CCS 
could be utilized to give pastors an initial readout of cultural distinctives of their 
congregations that could then be followed up with the administration of the extended 
CCS version. 
Unexpected Observations 
The three pastors from the pilot congregations were interviewed and asked to rate 
their congregations according to the four cultural value dimensions (individualism/ 
collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity/femininity). All three 
pastors were presented with brief descriptions of each dimension and given an 
opportunity to ask clarifying questions. The responses from each pastor were recorded 
and correlated with the dimensional averages of responses from their congregants. The 
congregation dimensional averages were computed by taking a simple average value of 
all variable averages within each dimension (see Table 4.6. p.113). The pastor’s 
responses were then compared to the results of their congregations’ responses, 
specifically whether they were above or below the neutral (3) value. For example, in the 
masculine/feminine dimension, a congregational average above 3 indicated that on 
average, respondents felt their congregation corresponded more with the feminine value 
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dimensions than with the masculine value dimensions (see Table 4.6, p.113). 
In seven out of twelve cases, the pastors’ responses were the opposite of those of 
their congregants. For the individualism/collectivism dimension, all three pastors rated 
their congregations opposite from their congregations. For the power distance dimension, 
two pastors rated their congregation opposite from how the congregants rated themselves, 
and one pastor matched his congregation. For the uncertainty avoidance dimension, one 
pastor’s rating corresponded with his congregation, one pastor rated his congregation 
opposite from how his congregation rated itself, and one congregation was exactly 
neutral whereas the pastor rated closer to the weak uncertainty avoidance value. For the 
masculine/feminine dimension, all three pastors rated matching to how their 
congregations rated themselves. Adding my own cultural appraisal of Grace Baptist 
revealed I chose the opposite rating than my congregation in the 
individualism/collectivism dimension but matched with the congregants in the other three 
dimensions. 
 
Table 5.1. Comparison of Pastor/People Responses 
 
 Collec- 
tivism 
Individu- 
alism 
High 
Power 
Distance 
Low 
Power 
Distance 
Strong 
Uncert. 
Avoid. 
Weak 
Uncert. 
Avoid. 
Mascu- 
linity 
Femi- 
ninity 
Pastor X  X  X   X 
St. 
D
avid’s 
 
People  3.5  3.2  3.2  3.4 
Pastor X   X  X  X Evangel 
 
People  3.4 2.9  3 .0  3.3 
Pastor X   X  X  X 
The 
B
ridge 
 
People  3.3  3.5  3.7  3.8 
G
race 
B
aptist 
Pastor 
People 
X  
3.4 
 
X 
3.1 
X 
2.6 
  
X 
3.3 
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 The consistent discrepancy between pastors and congregants in the individualism/ 
collectivism dimension may be due to the poorly correlated items for that dimension. 
More likely, however, the tendency for pastors to see their congregations more as 
collectivities than do the congregants themselves, may further account for the 
incongruity.  
The discrepancies in the responses between pastors and congregants in describing 
their congregational culture may well encompass several reasons. One of the reasons, 
may address the hypothesis of this study, namely that pastors have not always been 
instructed to read their congregations in terms of culture, thus indicating an unawareness 
of their congregation’s cultural distinctives. 
Implications and Contributions of Findings 
The project of developing the Church Culture Survey represents an effort to equip 
pastors and congregations with a tool that aids in discerning key cultural value 
dimensions operational in everyday congregational life. The model and motive for such a 
study finds basis in “[t]he Word [that] became flesh and made his dwelling among us” 
(John 1:14). Pastors who view their calling in terms of incarnational ministry and the 
practice of contextual relationships will welcome assistance in learning the culture of 
their people. Beyond a tool that identifies certain cultural dimensions, however, the CCS 
provides a door for pastors and congregants to enter into an ongoing dialogue of cultural 
discovery. Because pastors and congregants are not commonly instructed to view their 
congregations as unique cultures, the value of this study lies in raising an awareness that 
acknowledges, “Culture is the most important reality in your church” (Lewis, Cordeiro, 
and Bird 3). 
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The strength of this study and its contribution to the greater body of knowledge 
lies in the substantiation that the Church Culture Survey comprises a reliable and valid 
tool in measuring certain cultural dimensions in congregations. By implication, the 
project confirmed that congregational cultures can, in fact, be identified and 
differentiated on the basis of cultural value dimensions, and cultural distinctives of 
congregations can be reliably assessed.  
Though a substantial emphasis in the social sciences has focused on cross-cultural 
studies, as well as on organizational and corporate culture, relatively few efforts have 
been made to add to the field of understanding congregational culture. Indications in the 
literature as of late point to a renewed interest in congregational study, and this project 
hopes to have contributed to this growing field of knowledge, by pointing to the urgency 
for pastors to think of their congregations in terms of culture, and by providing a valid 
and reliable instrument to discern congregational culture. 
Postscript 
 At the end of a project of this magnitude celebration is in order. Certainly I 
celebrate the completion of this product with hopes that my efforts will make a difference 
in the Savior’s beloved church. Aside from the product, however, I celebrate the process. 
Through this study I have gained a new love for the bride of Jesus; I have seen a greater 
reflection of the Lord’s multifaceted diversity expressed through his children in my own 
congregation. I have had to learn again the meaning of trusting and not leaning on my 
own understanding. This study has afforded me the privilege to depend on Jesus wholly, 
to learn to receive his grace with empty hands, and to commune with the Holy Spirit 
more intimately than before. In the end, the process has drawn me closer to my Lord and 
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Savior. In the end I am the beneficiary through the writing of this dissertation. Though I 
celebrate the product, I will always continue to rejoice in the process. “For from him and 
through him and to him are all things. To him be the glory forever! Amen” (Rom.11:36). 
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APPENDIX A 
DEFINITIONS OF CULTURAL VALUE DIMENSIONS 
 
Power Distance Index (PDI) that is the extent to which the less powerful members of 
organizations and institutions (like the family) accept and expect that power is distributed 
unequally. This represents inequality (more versus less), but defined from below, not 
from above. It suggests that a society’s level of inequality is endorsed by the followers as 
much as by the leaders. Power and inequality, of course, are extremely fundamental facts 
of any society and anybody with some international experience will be aware that “all 
societies are unequal, but some are more unequal than others”. 
Individualism (IDV) on the one side versus its opposite, collectivism, that is the degree 
to which individuals are integrated into groups. On the individualist side we find societies 
in which the ties between individuals are loose: everyone is expected to look after 
him/herself and his/her immediate family. On the collectivist side, we find societies in 
which people from birth onwards are integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups, often 
extended families (with uncles, aunts and grandparents) which continue protecting them 
in exchange for unquestioning loyalty. The word “collectivism” in this sense has no 
political meaning: it refers to the group, not to the state. Again, the issue addressed by 
this dimension is an extremely fundamental one, regarding all societies in the world.  
Masculinity (MAS) versus its opposite, femininity, refers to the distribution of roles 
between the genders which is another fundamental issue for any society to which a range 
of solutions are found. The IBM studies revealed that (a) women’s values differ less 
among societies than men’s values; (b) men’s values from one country to another contain 
a dimension from very assertive and competitive and maximally different from women’s 
values on the one side, to modest and caring and similar to women’s values on the other. 
The assertive pole has been called “masculine” and the modest, caring pole “feminine.” 
The women in feminine countries have the same modest, caring values as the men; in the 
masculine countries they are somewhat assertive and competitive, but not as much as the 
men, so that these countries show a gap between men’s values and women’s values.  
Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI) deals with a society’s tolerance for uncertainty and 
ambiguity; it ultimately refers to man’s search for Truth. It indicates to what extent a 
culture programs its members to feel either uncomfortable or comfortable in unstructured 
situations. Unstructured situations are novel, unknown, surprising, and different from 
usual. Uncertainty avoiding cultures try to minimize the possibility of such situations by 
strict laws and rules, safety and security measures, and on the philosophical and religious 
level by a belief in absolute Truth; “there can only be one Truth and we have it.” People 
in uncertainty avoiding countries are also more emotional, and motivated by inner 
nervous energy. The opposite type, uncertainty accepting cultures, are more tolerant of 
opinions different from what they are used to; they try to have as few rules as possible, 
and on the philosophical and religious level they are relativist and allow many currents to 
flow side by side. People within these cultures are more phlegmatic and contemplative, 
and not expected by their environment to express emotions. 
Source: Hofstede and McCrae 62-63.  
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APPENDIX B 
SHORT LIST OF CULTURAL CHARACTERISTICS 
 
 
Collectivist Cultures Individualist Cultures 
People are born into extended 
families or other in-groups, which 
continue to protect them in exchange 
for loyalty. 
Everyone grows up to look after 
him/herself and his/her immediate 
(nuclear) family only. 
Identity is based in the social 
network to which one belongs. 
Identity is based in the individual. 
Others classified as in-group or out-
group. 
Others classified as individuals. 
In industry, company is responsible 
for employees. 
In industry, employees are 
responsible for themselves. 
Children learn to think in terms of 
“we” (“we” consciousness). 
Children learn to think in terms of 
“I.” (“I” consciousness). 
Gemeinschaft (community) Gesellschaft (society) 
Harmony should always be 
maintained and direct confrontations 
avoided. 
Speaking one’s mind is a 
characteristic of an honest person. 
High-context communication Low-context communication 
Belief in collective decisions Belief in individual decisions  
Trespassing leads to shame and loss 
of face for self and group. 
Trespassing leads to guilt and loss of 
self-respect. 
Attitudes toward others depend on 
their group membership 
Attitudes toward others independent 
of group membership 
Innovations within existing networks Innovations outside existing 
networks 
Relationship employer-employee is 
perceived in moral terms, like a 
family link. 
Relationship employer-employee is a 
contract supposed to be based on 
mutual advantage. 
Relationship prevails over task. Task prevails over relationship. 
Management is management of 
groups. 
Management is management of 
individuals. 
Collective interests prevail over 
individual interests. 
Individual interests prevail over 
collective interests. 
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Private life is invaded by group(s). Everyone has a right to privacy. 
Opinions are predetermined by group 
membership.  
Everyone is expected to have a 
private opinion. 
Laws and rights differ by group 
(particularism). 
Laws and rights are supposed to be 
the same for all (universalism). 
“shame” cultures “guilt” cultures 
Ideologies of equality prevail over 
ideologies of individual freedom. 
Ideologies of individual freedom 
prevail over ideologies of equality. 
Economy based on collective 
interests. 
Economy based on individual 
interests. 
Political power exercised by interest 
groups. 
Political power exercised by voters. 
Imported economic theories largely 
irrelevant because unable to deal with 
collective and particularist interests. 
Native economic theories based on 
pursuit of individual self-interests. 
Ideologies of equality prevail over 
ideologies of individual freedom. 
Ideologies of individual freedom 
prevail over ideologies of equality. 
Harmony and consensus in society 
are ultimate goals. 
Self-actualization by every individual 
is an ultimate goal. 
More conformity behavior Less conformity behavior 
Individual initiatives discouraged. Individual initiatives encouraged. 
On personality tests, people score 
more introverted. 
On personality tests, people score 
more extroverted. 
Social network is the primary source 
of information. 
Media is the primary source of 
information. 
Religions stress collective practices. Religions stress individual’s 
relationship with the supernatural. 
Placing individual over collective 
interests is evil. 
Individualism is good. 
Collective conversions Individual conversions 
Traditionalist ethic Modernist/postmodernist ethic 
Smaller, particularist organizations Larger, universalist organizations 
 
Source: Hofstede and Hofstede 92, 97, 104, 109; Hofstede 226-27, 236-37, 244-45, 251.  
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High Power Distance Cultures Low Power Distance Cultures 
Inequalities among people are both 
expected and desired. 
Inequalities among people should be 
minimized. 
Less powerful people should be 
dependant on the more powerful; in 
practice, less powerful people are 
polarized between dependence and 
counter-dependence. 
Interdependence should and does, to 
some extent, develop between less 
and more powerful people. 
Parents teach children obedience. Parents treat children as equals. 
Children treat parents and older 
relatives with respect. 
Children treat parents and older 
relatives as equals. 
Teachers are expected to take all 
initiatives in class. 
Teachers expect initiatives from 
students in class. 
Teachers are mentors who transfer 
personal wisdom. 
Teachers are experts who transfer 
impersonal truths. 
Quality of learning depends on 
excellence of teachers. 
Quality of learning depends on 
excellence of students. 
Students treat teachers with respect. Students treat teachers as equals. 
Both more and less educated persons 
show almost equally authoritarian 
values. 
More educated persons hold less 
authoritarian values than less 
educated persons. 
Hierarchy in organizations reflects 
the existential inequality between 
higher-ups and lower-downs. 
Hierarchy in organizations means an 
inequality of roles, established for 
convenience. 
Centralization is popular. Decentralization is popular. 
Authority based on tradition Authority based on secular-rational 
arguments. 
Value conformity Value independence 
Tall organization pyramids Flat organization pyramids 
Equality more important than 
freedom 
Freedom more important than 
equality 
Stress on coercive and referent power Stress on reward, legitimate, and 
expert power 
Superiors consider subordinates as 
being of a different kind. 
Subordinates are people like I am. 
Subordinates consider superiors as 
being of a different kind. 
Superiors are people like I am. 
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Wide salary range between top and 
bottom of organization 
Narrow salary range between top and 
bottom of organization 
Subordinates expect to be told what 
to do. 
Subordinates expect to be consulted. 
Subordinate-superior relations are 
emotional. 
Subordinate-superior relations are 
emotional. 
The ideal boss is a benevolent 
autocrat or “good father.” 
The ideal boss is a resourceful 
democrat. 
Privileges and status symbols for 
managers are both expected and 
popular. 
Privileges and status symbols are 
frowned upon. 
Might prevails over right: whoever 
holds the power is right and good. 
The use of power should be 
legitimate and is subject to criteria of 
good and evil. 
Skills, wealth, power, and status 
should go together. 
Skills, wealth, power, and status need 
not go together. 
The powerful have privileges. All should have equal rights. 
Powerful people try to look as 
impressive as possible. 
Powerful people try to look less 
powerful than they are. 
Power is based on family or friends, 
charisma, and ability to use force. 
Power is based on formal position, 
expertise, and ability to give rewards. 
The way to change a social system is 
by dethroning those in power 
(revolution). 
The way to change a social system is 
by changing the rules or by 
redistributing power (evolution). 
Domestic political conflicts 
frequently lead to violence. 
The use of violence in domestic 
politics is rare. 
Autocratic or oligarchic governments 
based on cooperation 
Pluralist governments based on 
outcome of majority votes 
Political spectrum, if allowed to be 
manifested, shows weak center and 
strong wings. 
Political spectrum shows strong 
center and weak right and left wings. 
Innovations need support of 
hierarchy. 
Innovations need good champions. 
Information constrained by hierarchy Openness with information 
 
Source: Hofstede and Hofstede 57, 59, 67; Hofstede 96, 98, 107-08, 116. 
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Strong Uncertainty Avoidance 
Cultures 
Weak Uncertainty Avoidance 
Cultures 
The uncertainty inherent in life is felt 
as a continuous threat that must be 
fought. 
Uncertainty is a normal feature of 
life, and each day is accepted as it 
comes. 
High stress; subjective feeling of 
anxiety 
Low stress; subjective feeling of 
well-being 
People feel less happy and worry 
more. 
People feel happier and worry less. 
Acceptance of familiar risks; fear of 
ambiguous situations and of 
unfamiliar risks. 
Comfortable in ambiguous situations 
and with unfamiliar risks 
Feelings of powerlessness toward 
external forces 
Belief in one’s own ability to change 
circumstances and meet challenges 
Tight rules on what is dirty and taboo Lenient rules on what is dirty and 
taboo 
What is different is dangerous. What is different is curious.  
Results are attributed to 
circumstances or “luck.” 
Results are attributed to ability. 
Students comfortable in structured 
learning situations and concerned 
with right answers 
Students comfortable with open-
ended learning situations and 
concerned with good discussions 
Teachers supposed to have all the 
answers. 
Teachers may say, “I don’t know.” 
Emotional need for rules, even if 
these will never work 
No more rules than is strictly 
necessary 
Precision and punctuality come 
naturally. 
Precision and punctuality have to be 
learned. 
Suppression of deviant ideas and 
behavior; resistance to innovation 
Tolerance of deviant and innovative 
ideas and behavior 
Motivation by security and esteem or 
belongingness 
Motivation by achievement and 
esteem of belongingness 
Many and precise laws and unwritten 
rules 
Few and general laws and unwritten 
rules 
If rules cannot be respected, we are 
sinners and should repent. 
If rules cannot be respected, they 
should be changed. 
Citizen protest should be repressed. Citizen protest is acceptable. 
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Citizens negative towards institutions Citizens positive towards institutions 
Civil servants negative towards 
political process 
Civil servants positive towards 
political process 
Conservative, extremism, law. and 
order 
Tolerance, moderation 
Negative attitudes towards young 
people 
Positive attitudes towards young 
people 
Nationalism, xenophobia, repression 
of minorities 
Regionalism, internationalism, 
attempts at integration of minorities 
Belief in experts and specialization Belief in generalists and common 
sense 
Hesitance to embrace new ideas, 
products, and technologies 
Early acceptance of new ideas, 
products, and technologies 
Conservative investments Risky investments 
Only one Truth exists, and we have 
it. 
One group’s truth should not be 
imposed on others. 
Concern for truth with capital “T” Truth is relative. 
Greater ethnic prejudice Greater ethnic tolerance 
The world is hostile. The world is benevolent. 
Fear of failure Hope of success 
Self-efficacy low Self-efficacy high 
Xenophobia Positive or neutral toward foreigners 
Religious, political, and ideological 
fundamentalism and intolerance 
Human rights—nobody should be 
persecuted for their beliefs. 
In philosophy and science, tendency 
towards grand theories 
In philosophy and science, tendency 
towards relativism and empiricism 
Philosophical opponents cannot be 
personal friends. 
Philosophical opponents can be 
personal friends. 
Compromising is dangerous. Compromising is safe. 
Appeal of expertise in advertising Appeal of humor in advertising 
Managers are concerned with daily 
operations.  
Managers are concerned with 
strategy. 
Superiors pessimistic about 
subordinate’s ambition and ability 
Superiors optimistic about 
subordinate’s ambition and ability 
Experts in key positions Laypeople in key positions 
Focus on decision content  Focus on decision process  
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Highly formalized conception of 
structures and procedures 
Tolerance for ambiguity in structures 
and procedures 
Little participation in voluntary 
Associations and activities  
Much participation in voluntary 
Associations and activities  
Worse at invention, better at 
implementation 
Better at invention, worse at 
implementation 
 
Source: Hofsted and Hofstede 176, 181, 189, 194, 203; Hofstede 160-61, 169-70, 180-
81. 
 
 
Masculine Cultures Feminine Cultures 
Dominant values in society are 
material success and progress. 
Dominant values in society are caring 
for others and preservation. 
Challenge, earnings, recognition, and 
advancement are important. 
Relationships and quality of life are 
important. 
Men are supposed to be assertive, 
ambitious, and tough. 
Everybody (men and women) is 
supposed to be modest. 
Women are supposed to be tender 
and to take care of relationships. 
Both men and women are allowed to 
be tender and concerned with 
relationships. 
In the family, fathers deal with facts 
and mothers with feelings. 
In the family, both fathers and 
mothers deal with facts and feelings. 
Girls cry, boys don’t; boys should 
fight back when attacked, girls 
shouldn’t fight. 
Both boys and girls are allowed to 
cry, but neither should fight. 
Sympathy for the strong Sympathy for the weak 
Best student is the norm—praise for 
excellent students. 
Average student is the norm—praise 
for weak students. 
Failing in school is disaster. Failing in school is a minor incident. 
Brilliance in teachers is appreciated. Friendliness in teachers is 
appreciated. 
Boys and girls study different 
subjects. 
Boys and girls study the same 
subjects. 
Live in order to work Work in order to live 
Advancement is important.  Security is important. 
Stress on what you do Stress on who you are 
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Preference for larger organizations 
Managers are expected to be 
decisive, assertive, and just. 
Preference for smaller organizations 
Managers use intuition, strive for 
consensus, and deal with feelings. 
Resolution of conflicts through 
logical reasoning and fighting until 
the “best man” wins. 
Resolution of conflicts through 
problem solving, compromise, and 
negotiation.  
Stress on equity, competition among 
colleagues, and performance. 
Stress on equality, solidarity, and 
quality of work life. 
Resolution of conflicts by fighting 
them out. 
Resolution of conflicts by 
compromise and negotiation. 
Performance society ideal Welfare society ideal 
The strong should be supported. The needy should be helped. 
Newcomers should be assimilated.  Newcomers should be integrated. 
Corrective society Permissive society 
Performance is valued. Social adaptation is valued. 
Big and fast are beautiful. Small and slow are beautiful. 
More nonfiction is read. More fiction is read. 
Maintenance of economic growth 
should have highest priority. 
Preservation of the environment 
should have highest priority. 
Government spends relatively small 
proportion of budget on development 
assistance to poor countries. 
Government spends relatively large 
proportion of budget on development 
assistance to poor countries. 
International conflicts should be 
resolved by a show of strength or by 
fighting. 
International conflicts should be 
resolved by negotiation and 
compromise. 
In Christianity, less secularization 
and stress on believing in God 
In Christianity, more secularization 
and stress on loving your neighbor 
Self is ego: not my brother’s keeper. Self is rational: empathy with others 
regardless of their group. 
Religion focuses on God. Religion focuses on fellow human 
beings. 
“Tough” religious currents ‘Tender” religious currents 
 
Source: Hofstede and Hofstede 132, 136, 142, 147, 157; Hofstede 298-99, 306, 312, 318, 
323, 330. 
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APPENDIX C 
COVER LETTER 
Church Culture Survey 
 
My name is Andy Dietrich. I am a Pastor at Grace Baptist Church in Kelowna, B.C. I am 
also a student of Asbury Seminary, working on a doctoral thesis that researches church 
culture. My study includes the creation of a survey tool by which a congregation’s culture 
is discovered. 
 
No two congregations are alike, since every local church represents a unique culture 
shaped by a unique people. Discovering a congregation’s culture has various vital 
applications for ministry, such as determining pastoral compatibility, informing vision 
and goals, as well as uncovering corporate strengths and gifts. When we come to 
understand the cultural dynamics of our congregation, needs can be more effectively 
addressed, misunderstandings can be better avoided and ministry can be carried out more 
efficiently. 
 
With your help, your congregation will be in a better position to answer the question: 
who are we really? As you reply to the statements in this survey, pretend that you are an 
anthropologist, who is looking from the outside in, describing the culture of your church. 
Please do not reflect your own personal views but report on the collective attitudes, 
beliefs and practices of your congregation. We are looking for “what is,” not for what 
you would like your church to become. Therefore, describe how you see your 
congregation at the present time. Do not spend too much time on any one question and 
remember, there are no right or wrong answers. Simply indicate your personal estimation 
of how you see your congregation today. 
 
For each pair of statements (A and B), please indicate which one more closely describes 
your congregation, by circling any one of the five numbers in the middle column. 
 
 Circling  1 says statement A best describes your church 
 Circling  5 says statement B best describes your church  
 Circling  2 says A somewhat better describes my church than B 
 Circling  4 says B somewhat better describes my church than A 
 Circling  3 says I am unsure or neutral.  
 Please avoid circling 3 as much as you can. 
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary and your answers will be kept strictly 
confidential. The questionnaire should take no longer than 15 minutes to complete.  
 
With your help, I will be able to take the next step toward the completion of my 
dissertation. More importantly, however, through your participation, congregations may 
be better equipped to discover their cultural distinctiveness and their place in God’s 
kingdom. If you have any comments, please feel free to contact me at 763-3457 or e-mail 
me at dietrich@uniserve.com. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to fill out the Church Culture Survey. 
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APPENDIX D 
INSTRUCTION LETTER 
Dear brothers and sisters/ friends in Christ, 
 
Thank you for allowing me (us) to introduce the Church Culture Survey this morning. 
The goal of the survey is to uncover the heartbeat of a congregation. It is a questionnaire 
designed to help answer the question: who are we really? 
At the same time your participation allows me to take the next step in my doctoral thesis 
that researches church culture. It is my prayer that with your help many more pastors and 
churches will be assisted in better understanding their congregations. 
 
Here are a few important instructions: 
 
I would like to ask you to pretend to be cultural anthropologists for the next 10 minutes. 
Picture yourself as someone looking from the outside in, describing beliefs, attitudes and 
practices that are dominant in your congregation. 
 
You are reporting what your church is like today. Not what you would like your church 
to become, or what your church was like 5 years ago. Simply indicate your estimation of 
how you see your congregation today. 
 
Do not spend too much time on any one question and remember, there are no right or 
wrong answers. Your participation in this survey is voluntary and your answers will be 
kept strictly confidential. The questionnaire should take no longer than 15 minutes to 
complete. Please carefully read the instructions on the top of the page.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to fill out the Church Culture Survey. 
 
Grace and Peace to all of you, 
 
Rev. Andy Dietrich 
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APPENDIX E 
 
FORTY-ITEM PILOT CHURCH CULTURE SURVEY 
 
 
 
Church Culture Survey 
 
 
A Congregational Self-Study 
 
 
   
 
 
                                                                                                                                                       
                                                       Cartoon re-printed with permission by Reflecting the Truth Ministries, Inc. 
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Church Culture Survey 
 
 
For each pair of statements (A and B), please indicate which one more closely describes 
your congregation, by circling any one of the five numbers in the middle column. 
 
 Circling # 1 says statement A best describes your church 
 Circling # 5 says statement B best describes your church  
 Circling # 2 says A better describes your church than B 
 Circling # 4 says B better describes your church than A 
 Circling # 3 says I am unsure or neutral.  
 Please avoid circling #3 as much as you can. 
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary and your answers will be kept strictly 
confidential. The entire questionnaire should take no longer than 15 minutes to complete. 
 
           
  
 
A 
M
ostly  A
 
M
ore like  A
 
N
eutral 
M
ore like  B
 
M
ostly  B
 
 
 
 
B 
1 we are like-minded brothers 
and sisters committed to the 
fellowship 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we are individuals 
committed to personal 
spiritual growth 
2 we practice our spirituality 
personally 
   
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we practice our spirituality 
corporately 
3  
we value a pastor as leader 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
 
we value a pastor as family 
member 
 
4 
decisions reflect the  
feelings of the whole 
congregation 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
decisions reflect the vision 
of the leadership 
 
 
5. 
our values and policies are 
explicitly stated since we 
cannot assume that everyone 
knows 
 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
our values and policies are   
  evident to the general 
membership without having 
to spell then out 
6  
we are separate from society 
    
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
 
we are part of society 
7 we tend to talk more about 
“Jesus and me” 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we tend to talk more about 
“Jesus and us” 
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A 
M
ostly  A
 
M
ore like  A
 
N
eutral 
M
ore like  B
 
M
ostly  B
 
 
 
 
B 
8 we value a pastor who 
provides vision and 
direction 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we value a pastor who 
provides pastoral care 
9 members are involved in 
decisions as much as 
possible 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
members tend to leave 
decisions to our leaders 
10 voicing one’s opinion is the 
legitimate prerogative of 
every member. 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
voicing one’s opinion is 
counterproductive if it 
causes disharmony 
11 everyone is invited to shape 
the direction for ministry 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we look to our leaders to 
offer direction for ministry 
12 we tend to approach God as 
Lord 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we tend to approach God as 
friend 
13 we value a pastor as leader 
who presides over the 
church 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we value a pastor as fellow 
pilgrim who serves 
alongside the members 
14 decisions by the leadership 
are welcome for debate 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
decisions by the leadership 
are accepted without debate 
15 we approach those in 
authority with honor 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we approach those in 
authority as equals 
16 the advancement of the 
ministry requires the gifting 
of our members 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
the advancement of the 
ministry requires the gifting 
of our leaders 
17 God is to be revered and 
obeyed 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
God is to be trusted and 
delighted in 
18 the pastor is respected 
because of the sacred office 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
the pastor who has proven 
himself is respected 
19 we prefer that everyone 
has an equal voice 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we prefer functioning 
with an authority structure 
20 we rely on qualified leaders 
to expound theological 
truths 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we place confidence in lay 
people to share spiritual 
insights 
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A 
M
ostly  A
 
M
ore like  A
 
N
eutral 
M
ore like  B
 
M
ostly  B
 
 
 
 
B 
21 uncertainty means there 
are risks to be avoided 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
uncertainty means there are 
opportunities to be explored 
22 who God is and what He 
requires are to be discovered 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
who God is and what He 
requires are clearly defined 
23 we value a pastor who 
promotes self-discovery 
 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we value a pastor who 
provides answers to resolve 
doubts and difficulties 
24 we meet new ideas with 
caution 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we meet new ideas with 
curiosity 
25 we communicate expecta- 
tions as possibilities that are 
open for interpretation and 
improvement 
 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we communicate 
expectations in a clear and 
predictable manner so as to 
avoid ambiguity 
26 we like to follow a well-
structured plan in our 
worship and our programs 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we are comfortable 
improvising in our worship 
and our programs 
27 God is a God of the 
unexpected 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
God is a God of order 
 
28 
 
 
we value a pastor who 
leaves room for 
interpretation of grey areas 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we value a pastor who 
clearly defines black and 
white areas 
29 
 
 
we depend on rules and 
procedures as essential basis 
in our decision making 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
rules and procedures 
function as broad guidelines 
in our decision making 
30 
 
 
 
when it comes to sharing the 
gospel, we are eager to try 
any new methods to get the 
message out  
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
when it comes to sharing 
the gospel, we are careful 
not to compromise the 
message by new methods 
31 
 
our focus is on 
cultivating relationships 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
our focus is on completing 
important ministry tasks 
32 
 
we stress that God is holy 
and just 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we stress that God is 
compassionate and gracious 
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A 
M
ostly  A
 
M
ore like  A
 
N
eutral 
M
ore like  B
 
M
ostly  B
 
 
 
 
B 
33 
 
we value a pastor who is 
confident and ambitious 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we value a pastor who is 
modest and empathetic 
34 
 
 
decisions are best made 
based on considering each 
individual situation 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
decisions are best made 
based on well thought-out 
policies 
35 
 
 
communication is an 
essential vehicle for the 
purpose of passing on 
information  
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
communication is an 
essential vehicle for the 
purpose of building 
relationships 
36 
 
 
we celebrate opportunities 
to meet the needs of 
individuals 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we celebrate opportunities 
to witness the results of 
changed lives 
37 
 
 
we believe that God calls 
sinners into a right 
relationship 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we believe that God calls 
sinners to embrace His love 
for them 
38 
 
we value a pastor with 
organizational skills 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we value a pastor with 
people skills 
39 
 
 
group discussion and 
consensus are instrumental 
in gaining direction 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
gathering facts and sound 
judgment are instrumental 
in gaining direction 
40 
 
our speech is to be seasoned 
with truth 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
our speech is to be seasoned 
with grace 
 
Thank you for your responses. If you have any additional comments about the 
culture of your congregation or the survey, please add them in the space below: 
 
Your Additional Comments: 
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APPENDIX F 
TWENTY-SEVEN-ITEM POSTTEST CHURCH CULTURE SURVEY 
 
Church Culture Survey 
 
 
A Congregational Self-Study 
 
 
   
 
 
                                                                                                                                                        
                                                       Cartoon re-printed with permission by Reflecting the Truth Ministries, Inc. 
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Church Culture Survey 
 
For each pair of statements (A and B), please indicate which one more closely describes 
your congregation, by circling any one of the five numbers in the middle column. 
 
 Circling  1 says statement A best describes your church 
 Circling  5 says statement B best describes your church  
 Circling  2 says A somewhat better describes your church than B 
 Circling  4 says B somewhat better describes your church than A 
 Circling  3 says I am unsure or neutral.  
 Please avoid circling 3 as much as you can. 
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary and your answers will be kept strictly 
confidential. The entire questionnaire should take no longer than 15 minutes to complete. 
         
  
 
A 
M
ostly  A
 
M
ore like  A
 
N
eutral 
M
ore like  B
 
M
ostly  B
 
 
 
 
B 
1 we practice our spirituality 
personally 
   
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we practice our spirituality 
corporately 
2  
we are separate from society 
    
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
 
we are part of society 
3 we value a pastor who 
provides vision and 
direction 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we value a pastor who 
provides pastoral care 
4 members are involved in 
decisions as much as 
possible 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
members tend to leave 
decisions to our leaders 
5 voicing one’s opinion is the 
privilege of every member. 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
voicing one’s opinion is 
counterproductive if it 
causes disharmony 
6 everyone is invited to shape 
the direction for ministry 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we look to our leaders to 
offer direction for ministry 
7 we value a pastor as leader 
who presides over the 
church 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we value a pastor as fellow 
pilgrim who serves 
alongside the members 
8 decisions by the leadership 
are welcome for debate 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
decisions by the leadership 
are accepted without debate 
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A 
M
ostly  A
 
M
ore like  A
 
N
eutral 
M
ore like  B
 
M
ostly  B
 
 
 
 
B 
9 God is to be revered and 
obeyed 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
God is to be trusted and 
delighted in 
10 we prefer that everyone 
has an equal voice 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we prefer functioning 
with an authority structure 
11 we rely on qualified leaders 
to expound theological 
truths 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we place confidence in lay 
people to share spiritual 
insights 
12 uncertainty means there 
are risks to be avoided 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
uncertainty means there are 
opportunities to be explored 
13 who God is and what He 
requires are to be discovered 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
who God is and what He 
requires are clearly defined 
14 we value a pastor who 
promotes self-discovery 
 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we value a pastor who 
provides answers to resolve 
doubts and difficulties 
15 we meet new ideas with 
caution 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we meet new ideas with 
curiosity 
16 we communicate expecta- 
tions as possibilities that are 
open for interpretation and 
improvement 
 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we communicate 
expectations in a clear and 
predictable manner so as to 
avoid ambiguity 
17 we like to follow a well-
structured plan in our 
worship and our programs 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we are comfortable 
improvising in our worship 
and our programs 
18 God is a God of the 
unexpected 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
God is a God of order 
 
19 
 
 
we value a pastor who 
leaves room for 
interpretation of grey areas 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we value a pastor who 
clearly defines black and 
white areas 
20 
 
 
we depend on rules and 
procedures as essential basis 
in our decision making 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
rules and procedures 
function as broad guidelines 
in our decision making 
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A 
M
ostly  A
 
M
ore like  A
 
N
eutral 
M
ore like  B
 
M
ostly  B
 
 
 
 
B 
21 
 
 
 
when it comes to sharing the 
gospel, we are eager to try 
any new methods to get the 
message out  
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
when it comes to sharing 
the gospel, we are careful 
not to compromise the 
message by new methods 
22 
 
we stress that God is holy 
and just 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we stress that God is 
compassionate and gracious 
23 
 
 
decisions are best made 
based on considering each 
individual situation 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
decisions are best made 
based on well-thought-out 
policies 
24 
 
 
communication is an 
essential vehicle for the 
purpose of passing on 
information  
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
communication is an 
essential vehicle for the 
purpose of building 
relationships 
25 
 
 
we believe that God calls 
sinners into a right 
relationship 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we believe that God calls 
sinners to embrace His love 
for them 
26 
 
we value a pastor with 
organizational skills 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we value a pastor with 
people skills 
27 
 
our speech is to be seasoned 
with truth 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
our speech is to be seasoned 
with grace 
 
Thank you for your responses. If you have any additional comments about the 
culture of your congregation or the survey, please add them in the space below: 
 
Your Additional Comments: 
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APPENDIX G 
REVISED TWENTY-SEVEN-ITEM CHURCH CULTURE SURVEY 
Church Culture Survey 
 
 
A Congregational Self-Study 
 
 
   
 
 
                                                                                                                                                        
                                                       Cartoon re-printed with permission by Reflecting the Truth Ministries, Inc. 
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Church Culture Survey 
 
For each pair of statements (A and B), please indicate which one more closely describes 
your congregation, by circling any one of the five numbers in the middle column. 
 
 Circling  1 says statement A best describes your church 
 Circling  5 says statement B best describes your church  
 Circling  2 says A somewhat better describes your church than B 
 Circling  4 says B somewhat better describes your church than A 
 Circling  3 says I am unsure or neutral.  
 Please avoid circling 3 as much as you can. 
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary and your answers will be kept strictly 
confidential. The entire questionnaire should take no longer than 15 minutes to complete. 
         
  
 
A 
M
ostly  A
 
M
ore like  A
 
N
eutral 
M
ore like  B
 
M
ostly  B
 
 
 
 
B 
1 we practice our spirituality 
personally 
   
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we practice our spirituality 
corporately 
2  
we are separate from society 
    
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
 
we are part of society 
3 we value a pastor who 
provides vision and 
direction 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we value a pastor who 
provides pastoral care 
4 voicing one’s opinion is the 
privilege of every member. 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
voicing one’s opinion is 
counterproductive if it 
causes disharmony 
5 everyone is invited to shape 
the direction for ministry 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we look to our leaders to 
offer direction for ministry 
6 we value a pastor as leader 
who presides over the 
church 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we value a pastor as fellow 
pilgrim who serves 
alongside the members 
7 decisions by the leadership 
are welcome for debate 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
decisions by the leadership 
are accepted without debate 
8 God is to be revered and 
obeyed 
 
  1     2     3     4     5 
 
God is to be trusted and 
delighted in 
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A 
M
ostly  A
 
M
ore like  A
 
N
eutral 
M
ore like  B
 
M
ostly  B
 
 
 
 
B 
9 we prefer that everyone 
has an equal voice 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we prefer functioning 
with an authority structure 
10 we rely on qualified leaders 
to expound theological 
truths 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we place confidence in lay 
people to share spiritual 
insights 
11 uncertainty means there 
are risks to be avoided 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
uncertainty means there are 
opportunities to be explored 
12 who God is and what He 
requires are to be discovered 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
who God is and what He 
requires are clearly defined 
13 we value a pastor who 
promotes self-discovery 
 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we value a pastor who 
provides answers to resolve 
doubts and difficulties 
14 we meet new ideas with 
caution 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we meet new ideas with 
curiosity 
15 we communicate expecta- 
tions as possibilities that are 
open for interpretation and 
improvement 
 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we communicate 
expectations in a clear and 
predictable manner so as to 
avoid ambiguity 
16 we like to follow a well-
structured plan in our 
worship and our programs 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we are comfortable 
improvising in our worship 
and our programs 
17 God is a God of the 
unexpected 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
God is a God of order 
 
18 
 
 
we value a pastor who 
leaves room for 
interpretation of grey areas 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we value a pastor who 
clearly defines black and 
white areas 
19 
 
 
we depend on rules and 
procedures as essential basis 
in our decision making 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
rules and procedures 
function as broad guidelines 
in our decision making 
20 Our focus in on cultivating 
relationships   1     2     3     4     5 
Our focus is on completing 
important ministry tasks 
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A 
M
ostly  A
 
M
ore like  A
 
N
eutral 
M
ore like  B
 
M
ostly  B
 
 
 
 
B 
21 
 
 
 
when it comes to sharing the 
gospel, we are eager to try 
any new methods to get the 
message out  
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
when it comes to sharing 
the gospel, we are careful 
not to compromise the 
message by new methods 
22 
 
we stress that God is holy 
and just 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we stress that God is 
compassionate and gracious 
23 
 
 
decisions are best made 
based on considering each 
individual situation 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
decisions are best made 
based on well-thought-out 
policies 
24 
 
 
communication is an 
essential vehicle for the 
purpose of passing on 
information  
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
communication is an 
essential vehicle for the 
purpose of building 
relationships 
25 
 
 
we believe that God calls 
sinners into a right 
relationship 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
we believe that God calls 
sinners to embrace His love 
for them 
26 
 
we value a pastor with 
organizational skills 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
we value a pastor with 
people skills 
27 
 
our speech is to be seasoned 
with truth 
 
   1     2     3     4     5 
 
our speech is to be seasoned 
with grace 
 
Thank you for your responses. If you have any additional comments about the 
culture of your congregation or the survey, please add them in the space below: 
 
Your Additional Comments: 
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APPENDIX H 
DEMOGRAPHIC SECTION OF CHURCH CULTURE SURVEY 
 
Background Information about yourself: 
 
 
1. Gender   [  ] Male  [  ] Female 
 
2. Age   [  ] under 16 [  ] 16-21 [  ] 22-28 [  ] 29-38  
    
   [  ] 39-54 [  ] 55-67 [  ] 68-75 [  ] 75 or over 
 
3. Ethnic origin [  ] Caucasian/American  [  ] Black/American 
 
   [  ] Native American   [  ] Hispanic 
 
   [  ] Asian   [  ] Black/African   
   
   [  ] Caucasian/European  [  ] Other ___________ 
 
4. Educational background: 
 
What is your highest level of formal education? (mark only one) 
 
 [  ] no formal schooling  [  ] some college or vocational training 
    
 [  ] some elementary education [  ] college degree   
  
 [  ] some high school  [  ] graduate degree 
 
 [  ] high school diploma  [  ] post-graduate degree 
 
5. Occupation 
 
What best describes the nature of your vocation? (or was your vocation , if retired) 
 
[  ] Home maker [  ] Professional  [  ] Agricultural  [  ] Labor 
 
[  ] Management [  ] Technical  [  ] Sales/Service [  ] Student   
 
[  ] Trades/Craft [  ] Clerical    [  ] Administrative  [  ] other ______ 
   
6. Congregational outlook 
 
What adjective best describes your attitude toward your congregation? 
 
 [  ] enthusiastic  [  ] blessed [  ] satisfied [  ] indifferent 
 
 [  ] concerned  [  ] burdened [  ] disappointed 
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7. Duration of congregational affiliation 
 
How long have you been attending your present congregation? 
 
 [  ] less than one year [  ] 1 - 2 years  [  ] 3 - 5 years 
 
 [  ] 6 - 10 years  [  ] 11 – 20 years  [  ] more than 20 years 
 
8. Frequency of attendance 
 
How often do you attend weekly Worship Services?  
 
 [  ] less than once a month [  ] once a month [  ] twice a month 
   
 [  ] three times a month  [  ] four or more times a month 
 
9. Participation 
 
How many hours on average per week, do you spend as an unpaid participant in your 
congregation’s ministries (including worship, programs, committees, teaching, service, outreach, 
small groups, prayer ministry, etc.)? If on staff, please skip question. 
 
 [  ] none [  ] 1 - 2 [  ] 2 – 3 [  ] 3 – 4 [  ] 5 or more  
 
10. Your role in the congregation 
 
Which of the following best describes your role in your congregation? 
 
 [  ] priest, pastor, minister 
 
 [  ] associate staff 
 
 [  ] lay leader (board member, elder, deacon, small group leader etc.) 
 
 [  ] active service (as a volunteer in at least one ministry) 
 
 [  ] small group participant (part of a Bible study group)  
 
 [  ] formal member    
 
 [  ] attendee 
 
 
Thank you for your assistance. I hope that in addition to sharing your insights, this exercise 
has allowed you to reflect on your personal church experience and affirm in your heart and 
mind how special your faith community is. 
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